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WITHERBY & CO. 


(ESTABLISHED 1740). 


LAW & GENERAL STATIONERS, 
COMPANIES’ & PARLIAMENTARY 
PRINTERS. 


| NEWMAN'S COURT, 
' CORNHILL, E.C. 


; AVENUE 836 
| Telegrams : “ WITHERBY, LONDON.” 


326, HIGH HOLBORN, 
LONDON, W.C. 


Telephone: HOLBORN 92. 
Telegrams: “WHEREBY, LONDON.” 








| FIRST AVENUE HOTEL, 
High Holborn, w.c. LONDON. 


Very Convenient for Solicitors and Clients visiting 
London. Opposite Cnancery-lane, and a few doors 
from ‘‘ Tube” Station. A most comfortable First- 
class Hotel for Families and Gentlemen. Quiet 
bedrooms with private bath-rooms adjoining, over- 
looking Gray’s-inn Gard Moderate tariff; no 
charge for attendance. Free Garage on Hotel 
premises. Telegrams: “ Firavtel, London.” 





|} GORDON HOTELS, LIMITED. 














}LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED 





1836. 





FUNDS - - - £5,500,000 
INCOME - - - - £722,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - £ 2,790,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE - £21,000,000 





“THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
oe! and embraces every modern advantage. 
PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrruovr Prorrrs. 


‘ The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 
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Age | Premium | Age | Premium | sor | Si 
20 |s178%,| 390 | 4116%,| 40 | 42104, 








41,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
: According to last results. 
1g Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 


Duration 


4 Amount of Policy 





10 yrs. 
$1,199 


30 yrs. 
£1,724 








20 yrs. | 


40 yrs. 
£1,438 





4 Full information on application to 
E=MANAGER, 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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undertake to return rejected contributions, and 
copies should be kept of all articles sent by writers who are not-on 
the 
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Cases Reported this Week. 


Clifford v. Timms. Same v. Phillip 

Commissioners of Inland Revenue v. 

Croydon Corporation y. Croydon Rural 

Leonis Steamship Co. (Lim.) v. Joseph Rauk (Lim.).......0. se.cs-00+ ~ 94 
Leslie v. Leslie 


London Transport Co. (Lim.) v. Bessler, Waechter, & Co. (Lim.)... 94 
Lord’s Trustee v. Great Eastern Ruilway Co. 96 
Tunnicliffe & Hampson (Lim.) v. West Leigh Colliery Co. (Lim.)....93 





Current Topics. 


The Land Registry. 


Tue Royat Commission appointed 
expediency of instituting in Beotland 


to inquire into 
a system of i 


‘tion of title met in London on Monday last to take evi 


on the working of the compulsory system which has been on 
trial as an experiment in the County of London since January 
1899. Mr. J. 8. Rusovsrerm was first examined, k 
evidence was continued on Tuesday. Evidence was also given 
by Messrs. C. M. Barxer (on behalf of the Law Society), 'T. 
Orpriany Wits, B. L. Cugray, and J. E. Hoae. “The 
Commission adjourned on Wednesday. It is understood 
they will meet again in London, when further evidence will. be 
taken. 


The Religious Education of Wards of Courts, 


WE REFERRED last week, in speaking of the judicial qualities 
of Mr. Justice Kexewion, to the care with which he di 
his duties towards wards of Court. These duties are 


anxious and responsible when questions arise of the 


in which a ward ought to be brought up, and a current. 
the Law Reports contains an_ interesting decision of the 1s 
judge on this subject—Re W. (1907, 2 Oh 557)--#, decision 
which in one was very unfurtunately varied by the Court 
of Appeal. A brother and sister, thirteen and 

wards of court. The father, who died in 1902, was held upon, 
evidence to have been a Jew in religion, but by no means 
nounced one ; the mother, sea apes ie ae 
wards of Rot eee , died in ay An gt. pare 
decided that the infants ought to up 
faith and placed in a Jewish household, They 
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is not a mere whim, but is as deep and of as permanent a 
character as can reasonably be expected of any reflective child 
of his age.” Having arrived at this decision, the learned 
judge, without examining the girl, very naturally made a 
sim order as to her. ‘ Not only,” he said, ‘‘ would it be 
cruel to part them, but natural affection would be sure to 
make it in the end practically impossible to,bring them up ia dif- 
ferent faiths.” The Court of Appeal have affirmed the order as 
to the boy, but have reversed it as to the girl, and the two 
children will henceforth be brought up in different faiths. 
Seeing that the welfare of the children is the final legal test in 
these matters, the result does not seem to be n as a 
matter of law, and as a matter of what is due to the children 
themselves, we fancy most people would prefer the decision of 
Mr. Justice Kexswicn. To separate two orphan children in 
this manner requires very special justification, more than the 
facts in the present case seem to suggest. 





Discharge of Solicitor’s Lien by Taking Security. 
Ir 1s well known that a solicitor who takes security for costs 
from a client thereby runs considerable risk of losing his lien 
on the client’s papers, but the recent decision of the Court of 
Appeal in Re John Morris and Others, Solicitors (ante, p. 78) 
shews that this result will be controlled by the circumstances 
under which the security is given. In Re Taylor, Stileman, § 
Underwood (39 W. R. 417 ; 1891, 1 Ch. 590) a solicitor took as 
security from his client, a married woman, a promissory note for 
£200, in which her husband joined as surety, and a charge for 
the same amount on a life policy, and nothing was said as to the 
continuance of the lien. Linptzy, L.J., observed that the 
question whether the taking of a security operates as a 
waiver of a lien depends on the intention expressed or to 
be inferred from the position of the parties, and on all the 
circumstances of the particular case ; and he considered that, 
having regard to the duty of the solicitor to explain to his 
client the exact effect of what he was going to do, it was proper 
to infer an intention to waive the lien if, upon taking security, 
the solicitor said nothing to the contrary. Moreover, the security 
given by the promissory note included interest, and was larger 
than the security given by the lien, and this was treated as an 
additional reason for inferring a waiver. And in Re Douglas 
Norman § Co. (46 W.R. 421; 1898, 1 Oh. 199) Nonrn, J, 
arrived at the same result where the solicitor had taken a charge 
on his client’s reversionary interest, and had not explained to 
her that he intended to retain his lien: see also 
Bissell v. Bradford, §c., Tramways Co. (W. N. 1893, p. 44, 
9 T. L. R. 337). But the present case in the Court of 
Appeal shews that, to retain the lien, it is not essential 
that the solicitor should expressly state his intention to that 
effect on taking the security. This is only one element to be 
considered. A solicitor’s lien is a lien on property, and remains 
in him unless he expressly or by implication releases or abandons 
it. In that case a client had incurred heavy liabilities to his 
solicitors for costs and disbursements. From time to time he 
handed them specific securities in lieu of providing money to 
meet counsel’s fees and other expenses, though the correspon- 
dence did not always distinctly appropriate the securities to this 
P It was held by Bucxyitt, J., and the Court of Appeal 
that, notwithstanding the absence of any statement by the 
solicitors as to retention of lien, their lien was still in existence. 
The question, as put by Bucxtey, L.J., was whether, on the facts of 
the case, the solicitor had taken a security incompatible with the 
retention of his len, or had made with his client an arrange- 
ment which sufficiently indicated the intention of the parties 
that the right should be no longer enforced. These tests were 
not satisfied in the present case, and hence the lien remained. 


Set off of Costs in Bankruptcy. 

'Two DECIsI0n8 upon set off of costs in bankruptcy which have 
been given by Bicnam, J., deserve attention. The general 
principle that custs payable by a party to litigation can be set 
off ‘against costs payable to the party is affirmed by R. 8. O. 
ord:65, r. 27 (21), though the construction placed on the terms 
ofthe rule restricts the set off to costs of proceedings in the 
game action: Barker v. Hemming (5 Q. B. D. 609). In bank- 





ruptey, however, a further restriction has been introduced in | 


ractico—namely, that, where a petitioning 
included costs 
the petition, he thereby debars himself from securing payment 
in full of these costs by setting off against them costs which 
he is himself liable to pay, and Bienaw, J., recognized this rule 
in Re A Debtor (1907, 2 K. B. 896). Petitioning creditors who 
had obtained judgment for £1,430 served a bankruptcy notice, 


Dec. 7,.1907, | 
creditor hag 


ue to him in the debt on which he founds § 
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which the debtor unsuccessfully attempted to set aside. The 


result was to increase his indebtedness by a further sum for 
costs. The judgment creditors presented a petition based on 
the judgment debt and on this sum for costs, which was on 
technical grounds dismissed with costs against them. But the 
latter costs they were not allowed to set off against the costs 
payable by the debtor. The taxing-master gave it as his 
opinion that though, if the two sets of costs had been costs 
pure and simple, they could have been set off against each 
other, yet the costs due to the petitioning creditors had 
been removed from the scope of set off by being included in 
their debt; and this statement of the practice the learned 
judge accepted. But in Re Mayne (1907, 2 K. B. 899) a 
right of set off—or, more correctly, retention—was successfully 
asserted. There a creditor had put in a proof for £1,500, and 
in the course of supporting this claim, which was ultimately 
rejected by the Court of Appeal, she incurred liability for costs 
to the trustee. She then assigned all her interest in the bank- 
rupt’s estate by way of security, and the assignees put in a 
roof for £130, which was admitted, and upon which a dividend 
Sees payable. The trustee claimed to retain the costs due to 
him from the creditor out of the amount of the dividend, not- 
withstanding that it was payable to the assignees, and this 
claim Bicuam, J., allowed. The proof was in substance a proof 
by the assignees in the name of the creditor, and was subject 
to the rights of the trustee against the creditor. The creditor 
could only assign the surplus due to her from the trustee over 
0 — due to him from her, and his claim to retain was well 
‘ounded. 


Fraudulent Notice of Marriage Before Registrar. 


THE QUESTION raised before Swivren Eapy, J., in Re Rutter 


(1907, 2 Ch. 392) was one of general interest, though there 
could be little doubt as to the decision which would ultimately 
be given. The Marriage Act, 1836, by which marriage at the 
registrar's office was created and regulated, provided that a 
previous notice should be given by the person about to marry 
to the registrar, and that such notice should be full, giving the 
names, condition, and residence of the parties. The statute 
proceeded to say that if persons knowingly and wilfully inter- 
married without due notice to the registrar, or without certificate 
of notice duly issued, the marriage was to be null and void. 


But section 43 enacts that when a marriage is bad by means of 


a wilfully false notice, then (not that the marriage shall be null 
and void), but that the Attorney-General may sue for & 
forfeiture of property; and section 38 imposes the penalty of 
perjury on every person wilfully making a false d 
signing a false notice. In the case before Swmvrzy Eapy, J, 


tion or 


property had been devised by a testator to trustees, upon ~ 


trust for his wife for her life or until she should 
again, and, from and after her decease or second m 
upon trust for certain remaindermen. 
death, the widow went through a form of 
Rosert Harrison at Newcastle. In order 
marriage secret, she was described in the statutory notice given 
under the Marriage and Registration Act, 1856, s. 3, as JANE 
Woop, spinster (her maiden name). Her husband’s name and 
occupation were correctly stated, but the addresses of both 
spouses were given as at Newcastle in order to give the 


to keep this 


registrar jurisdiction, whereas they were in fact at Amble, im — 


the Alnwick registry district. Both spouses were cognizant of, 


and responsible for, these false statements. The question was | 
whether the widow’s interest ceased at the date of her marrisg@ 
befure the registrar. It was contended on her behalf that the 
surname and description in the notice being wholly false and — 





fraudulent, the notice was nugatory and the marriage void, and 
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that the question whether sucn a notice could proper! i 


to be a notice within the Act was left open by Lord 
-« Holmes vy. Simmons (L. R. 1 P. & M. 523). But the 
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have had any share in maintaining the 
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did not prevail, and Swivran Eapy, J., held, withont any 
difficulty, that, although the Registration Acts imposed the 

ty of perjury on parties wilfully giving a false notice, 
they did not invalidate the marriage thereby procured, and the 
point may now be considered as conclusively determined. 


Joint Stock Companies and the Law of 
Champerty. 

Tus Law of champerty and maintenance does not often come 
under consideration at the present day, and its principles are 
laid down in ancient text-books which were published Jong 
before any part of the business of the United Kingdom was 
conducted by corporations or joint stock companies. But this 
law has never been abrogated by Act of Parliament, and we 
are surprised that there has been little or no reference to it 
when companies have been formed for the pu of providing 
the expenses and sharing in the profits of future litigation. 
Turning to the law applicable to the case, we find that 
ghamperty is the act of maintaining one of the parties to an 
action in consideration of receiving part of tae thing in suit. 
Maintenance is the act of maintaining another without any 
contract to have part of the thing in suit. In Hawxuns’s 
Pleas of the Crown it is further stated that all maintenance is 
strictly prohibited by the common law, as having a manifest 
tendency to oppression by encouraging and assisting persons 
to persist in suits which perhaps they would not venture to go 
on with on their own responsibility, and, therefore, all offenders of 
this kind are not only liable to an action of maintenance at the 
guit of the party grieved, wherein they shall render such 

es as shall be answerable to the injury done to the 
plaintiff, but they may also be indicted as offenders against 
public justice and adjudged to such fine and imprisonment as 
sball be answerable to the injury done to the plaintiff. It is 
difficult to see why a company, the express object of ‘which is 
to provide a fund for the maintenance of litigation, and to 
secure a division among the shareholders of the profits of this 
litigation, has not brought itself within the prohibitions of the 
law of maintenance and champerty; but we are not aware of 
any decision on the point. The Companies Acts appear to 
contain no check against the registration of such a company, 
and any proceeding to render it liable to penalties under the 
criminal lo would be expensive and uncertain. 
The Administration of the Law of Libel in England 

and the United States. 

Tuose wHo remember that the present sittings in the King’s 
Bench Division commenced with a list of 200 actions fur trial 
by special juries may feel some surprise at the time recently 
ocoupied by an action for a newspaper libel, growing out of 
an election squabble. Two days or more were occupied by 
the examination and cross-examination of the plaintiff and 
the defendant and the evidence of other witnesses, and the 
speeches of counsel pursued their course in the same un- 
restricted fashion. The language of political articles in 
Eeglish newspapers is mild and temperate compared to that 
employed in similar publications in the early part of the 
last century, but a reference to the annual digests will 
shew that there is at the present day no appearance of 
any falling off in the number of actions for newspaper 
libel. The Legislature has from time to time passed laws 
Which impose some check upon these actions, but it may be 
that the time will never come when comments u 
ians are as much beyond the reach of the law as they 
appear to be in the United States. Mr. H. W. Lvoy, in an article 
ia the Cornhill Magasine, in giving his impressions of American 
hewapapers, formed during a visit to New York, observes: ‘‘ To 
describe in detail how a public man has, through devious courses, 
dipped his hand in the civic purse, is in New York during the 
week of contest for civic supremacy merely a facon de parler. 
To call a fellow citizen a perjurer and thief is but a form of 
American humour. No one seemed a penny the worse, nor did 
the person attacked take any pains to correct possible 

tation. He was content with the retort, ‘ Yuu’re 
Smother,’ pleased if he could sharpen its blunted 
by advancing an even graver counter-charge.” Actions 
ion may be too numerous in this et eg if they 
of order and 


decency which is followed by those who comment upon the 
vicissitudes of English political life, we may hesitate before 
asking for any limitation on the existing law. ~ 


Rights of Manager under Theatrical Contract. . 


Tus Stxra Chamber of the Tribunal of the Seine has just 
given its decision in an action brought by a well-known actress 
to recover the sum of 15,000 francs from manager of a theatre 
ee ee breach of contract. The plaintiff had been 
engaged by the defendant to take one of the leading 
in a play called “ Paraitre” during a tour in the provinose. 
After attending some of the rehearsals she was dismissed by 
the defendant on the ground that she was wholly incompetent 
to perform the part allotted to her. The defendant gave 
evidence in support of his own view, and supported it by the 
testimony of several members of the company uf players. The 
answer of the plaintiff was that this evidence was i 
for an actress to whom a part had been assigned by a theatrical 
contract had an absvlute right to p-rform it, at any rate 
after the public had given its opinion upon the merits of 
performance. The defendant had, therefore, in any case 
guilty of a breach of his contract; but tue plaintiff also called 
evidence to shew that she had on previous occasions filled the 
same with credit at one of the leading theatres of Paris. 
The tribunal considered that the defence failed, and gave 
judgment for the plaintiff. We cannot remember any case in 
which a London manager has asserted his right to dismiss 
an actor to whom a leadiug part had been all on the 
that the actor’s a during mee —— was such as 
to justify a perem etermination engagement. 
will ede preg actor has attended the retearsals 
punctuality, and that he is “ perfect” so far as the recollection 
of the rather part is mien — the 
who have en him on the his previous reputa- 
tion, to be allowed to say that his pot wal, co before the 
restricted audience, which they have themselves selected, is so 
unsatisfactory that they decline to allow him to appear in public 
at their theatre, and that they repose to appoint « substitute in 
his place? The more reasonable cunstruction of an 
which contained no express provision on the subject would 
appear to be, that the acwwr must be allowed to go on the stage, 
so that it may be seen whether the public share the opinion of 


the management as to the inefficiency of the performer. 


Wife's Right to be Supported by Her Husband. 


Tue common Law right of a wife to be supported b 
husband is recognized in the leading text-books on the 
husband and wife, but the measure of the husband’s 
or 08, «. 2, it isnnched thas every persia. belag abt 
ce, 88, s. 3, it is that e m bei 
Sn post, to malasaia hianeell’ GF leeale or his or her 
work or by other means, and wilfully refusiog or 
to do—by which refusal or neglect he or she, or any 
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family ‘“‘ whom he or she may be legally bound to maintain,” 
shall have become ¢ ble to any ish—is liable to 
imprisonment with hard labuur. The statute assumes that the 


i 
L 


husband is bound to maintain his family, and in 
works his liability is affirmed in language simi 
New York Civil Oude, which enacts that 

support himself and his wife out of his 
labour. If the husband neglects to 
vision for the support of his wife, any 
her with articles for her support 
reasonable value thereof her husband. 
the case of « wife living in the same dwelling 
ives her no immediate right to enforce in a court of j 
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degree. In Debenham v. Mellon (6 App. Cas. 24), in which the 
law laid down in Jolly v. Rees (15 O. B. N. 8. 628) was affirmed, 
Lord Biacxsurn observes: “If there had been cruelty, so that 
the wife nad not been supplied with what was proper for her 
estate and condition, a diffsrent question might arise as to the 
extent to which her authority to pledge the credit of her 
-husband could be revoked.” But this question remains to be 
, decided, and until the supreme court of appeal has given a 
. determination upon it, it seems scarcely accurate to speak of the 
_ wife's legal right to support by her husband. 


‘The Law as to the Acquisition of Light. 


THe pxcision of Parker, J., in Hyman v. Van den Bergh 
. (1907, 2 Ch. 522) (commented on ante, p. 40) seems to throw the 
. law regarding the acquisition of light into some confusion, but 
. we cannot think that it will have the far-reaching effect sug- 
. gested in argument by the plaintiff's counsel (p. 522)—namely, 
that a landlord who has acquired the right of access of light to 
his property may have his rights given away by his tenant. 
|For, as is pointed out by Parker, J., in his judgment (p. 524), 
the plaintiff might have set up a title based upon a lost grant. 
Formerly it was the common practice to plead in such cases 
(1) Enjoyment for twenty years before action, (2) enjoyment 
for forty years before action, (3) enjoyment from time 
immemorial, (4) lost grant; while it was long ago held that 
the Prescription Act, 1832, did not take away any of the modes 
of claiming easements: Aynsley v. Glover (1875, 10 Ch. 283). 
The Real Property Commissioners thought that the necessity of 
alleging the grant of an easement in pleading might in all cases 
be dispensed with (see First Report, p. 52), and the Prescription 
Act was undoubtedly intended to give effect to this view. It 
would seem, therefore, that the immediate effect of the decision 
in Hyman v. Van den Bergh may be to revive a long obsolete 
technical rule of pleading. 








Setting Down Appeals in the 
Chancery Division. 


A PRACTICE exists on setting down appeals in the Chancery 
Division which, by reason of its extreme stringency, places soli- 
citors in considerable difficulty, and we are not without hope 
that this stringency may be relaxed when the difficulties and 
dangers are explained. An appellant is required by the statu- 
tory form (R.S.C., Appx. B, Part II, No. 18; 2 Ann. Prac., 
p. 40) to name in his notice of appeal the date of hearing, and, 
if we are correctly informed, the practice to which we refer 
requires him to name as the day of hearing the day immediately 
succeeding the expiration of the time prescribed for notice of 
‘appeal by R.S.C. ord. 58, r. 3. If he names a date later even 
by a single day, the entry of his notice of appeal is refused. 

Ord. 58, r. 3, is in the following words: “ Notice of appeal 
‘from any judgment, whether final or interlocutory, or from a 
final order, shall be a fourteen days’ notice, and notice of 
appeal from any interlocutory order shall be a four days’ 
notice.” The solicitor, therefore, who serves notice of appeal 
has to insert a date for the motion to be heard which shall 
comply with this rule, irrespectively of the date when the 
‘appeal may come into the paper for hearing, which depends, of 
course, on the state of the list. He must not name a day which 
gives the respondent less than the prescribed number of days’ 
notice, for otherwise his notice would be bad on the face of it ; 
and, in Chancery appeals, he must not name a day later than 
the first day after the expiration of the notice. 

His first duty, therefore, is to interpret for himself the precise 
meaning in computation of time of the phrase which occurs so 
frequently in Rules of Court—namely, “A —— days’ notice,” 
which, curiously enough, has not, we believe, been interpreted 
by any decided case. Knowing, as he does, the paramount 
necessity of not giving a day less than the required notice, he, 
not unnaturally, inclines to add for safety a day or two to the 
length of notice. But if he thus ventures to secure safety for 
his client, he finds that, in the Chancery Division at least, his 
notice is rejected as bad, and, possibly, that he has thereby lost 
the right to appeal by effluxion of time to appeal. For the 





practice in the Chancery Division, as we have said, requi 
that the date named in the notice of appeal shall be the exagt 
day, and no other, which gives the precise number of preseribed ~ 
days’ notice and no more. It will be readily understood thas ~ 
this is a serious matter for a_legal practitioner, and in case jg 
should be thought that the problem thus set him by the stringent — 
practice we have mentioned is so simple a matter that he ought 
to be in no difficulty in deciding it for himself, we will examine 
more closely the meaning to be attached to “a —— da 
notice,” in the circumstances of a notice of appeal, or of trial, 
For the purpose of our illustration, we will take the fourteey 
days’ notice for final appeals, and we will assume that the noticg 
is served by delivery at the address for service on the lst of 
January before 6 p.m., or before 2 p.m. if that day is a Satur. 
day. ‘The day of service is excluded in computing the time 









(ord. 64, r. 12), therefore the Ist of January does not count, 
and the fourteen days’ notice expires on the 15th of January, 
Can the day of hearing named in the notice be the 15th of 
January? That is the first debateable point, but here we 
have some authority to guide us. Section 51 of the Companies 
Act, 1862, provides that a resolution of a company shall be 
deemed to be special when it has been passsd at a general 
meeting, and has been confirmed at a subsequent meeting 
“held at an interval of not less than fourteen days” from the 
date of the first meeting. In Re Railway Sleepers Supply Co, 
(1885, 29 Ch. D. 204) it was held that the subsequent meeting ~ 
to confirm held on the fourteenth day was bad. In so deciding, 
the court held that the term “not less than fourteen day# 
meant only the same as “fourteen days,” and that as a “day” 
in law was not divisible, the last of the fourteen days belonged 
to the interval, and the meeting to confirm the company’s reso 
lution could not be held until the next day. Applying this t 
“a fourteen days’ notice,” which has been held to be sy. 
mous with “not less than fourteen days,” the fourteenth 
after service of a notice of appeal, exclusive of the day of 
service (ord. 64, r. 12), must be included in the length of noties 
to the respondent, and the first possible day of hearing must 
be the day following the fourteenth day. 

Having established this preliminary point—namely, that the 
whole fourteen days of notice must expire before the day named 
for hearing—we will state the variations affecting these time 
fixtures contained in other Rules of Court, the consideration of 
which is imposed upon the appellant’s solicitor in order to 
ascertain exactly the first, and in Chancery the only, day he i 
entitled to name as the day of hearing. If these variations 
appear to be an absurd mass of unnecessary complications—as, 
indeed, they are—we can only ask our readers to absolve w 
from all responsibility on that account, for we shall state 
nothing but what is prescribed by the Rules of the Supreme 
Court. No part of our code of procedure is so confused and 
so bewilderingly complicated as its expressions and fixtures of 
time, and no part of it calls more urgently for careful revision 
and simplification. For the sake of brevity, and in order # 
attain, if possible, some degree of clearness, we will state the 
variations referred to in somewhat tabular form, merely pre 
mising that, though for illustration we deal only with a four 
teen days’ notice of appeal, the same variations exist wifi 
regard to all other notices of motion, and all notices of trial” 


I.—Service effected by delivery at the address for servite 


(a) Notice of appeal (final) served before 6 p.m. on any” 
week-day except Saturday. The first day which can BB” 
named for hearing must be the 15th day after the day @ | 
service, exclusive of the day of service (ord. 64, rr. 11, 1 
ord. 67, r. 2). 

(6) The same served after 6 p.m.: the day of se 
counts as if effected on the next day (ord. 64, r. 11). TH 
first day which can be named for hearing must be the 1 
day after the day the notice was actually delivered at @ 
address for service, exclusive of the day of actual deli 
which does not count. Nor does the next day cc 
which is the computed day of service (ord. 64, r. 11), 
is excluded (ord. 64, r. 12). ' 

(c) The same served before 2 p.m. on a Saturday: 1 
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Saturday being excluded (ord. 64, r. 12), the fourteen days’ 
notice commences to count from the Sunday, inclusive, and 
terminates on the following Saturday week, the fourteenth 
day of notice. The fifteenth day, being a Sunday, cannot 
be named as the day of hearing, therefore the first day 
which can be named for hearing is Monday, the 16th day 
after the day of service, exclusive of the day of service 
(ord. 64, rr. 11, 12). 

(d) The same if served after 2 p.m. on a Saturday. It 
is here necessary to give dates in order to be intelligible. 
Notice of appeal served on Saturday, the Ist of January, 
after 2 p.m. The service counts as if effected on the fol- 
lowing Monday, the 3rd of January (ord. 64, r. 11). The 
day of service being excluded (ord. 64, r. 12), the fourteen 
days’ notice commences on the 4th of January and ends 
on the 17th of January, and the first possible day which 
can be named for hearing is Tuesday, the 18th of January, 
or the 17th day after the day of actual delivery, exclusive 
of the day of delivery. 

In cases of service by registered post, under ord. 67, r. 2, a 
fresh additional difficulty presents itself to a solicitor compelled 
by the practice of the Chancery Division to name the first 
possible day for hearing, and no other; and though we have 
no taste for these hair-splitting technicalities, we must deal 
with them, because they are so stringently forced upon soli- 
citors. Ord. 67, r. 2, enables a notice of trial, or of appeal, 
to be served by posting it in a prepaid registered envelope 
addressed to the person to be served at the address for service : 
and provides that “the time at which the document so posted 
would be delivered in the ordinary course of post shall be con- 
sidered as the time of service thereof.” The fresh difficulties 
referred to are as follows: 

Il.—Service by registered post. 

(i.) What, exactly, is the ordinary course of post in the 
London. district? 

(ii.) If the appellant posts his notice at 3 p.m. on any 
week-day except Saturday, will delivery in London in 
ordinary course of post be due before 6 p.m., so as to count 
for service on the same day (ord. 64, r. 11)? If in doubt, 
will he be permitted to name the day for hearing as if the 
service had to count as of the following day, bearing in 
mind the stringent rule of practice we have referred to? 

(iii.) If he posts his registered envelope on a Saturday, 
he must clearly name a day for hearing counting Monday 
as the day of service, because there is no delivery of letters 
in London on a Sunday, and, if delivered on the Saturday 
after 2 p.m., the effect would be the same (ord. 64, r. 11). 
But if the Saturday happens to be that immediately pre- 
ceding the first Monday in August, or Whit Monday, or 
Boxing Day, which are Bank Holidays, will he have to 
-count either of those Mondays as the day of service, or to 
count the service as if effected on the Tuesday following? 
According to the terms of ord. 67, r. 2, this depends on 
whether letters are delivered on those days, and he has to 
be exact in naming the right day of hearing. He is not 
permitted to add on two or three days for safety. 

When the above complications are fairly considered, it must 
surely be apparent that it is hard to expect every plaintiff 
in giving notice of trial, and every appellant in giving notice 
of appeal, to bear them all in mind when he fills in the date of 
hearing in his notice, and to deny him the right to add a few 
days in order to protect himself from making the fatal mistake 
of accidentally giving the defendant, or respondent, one day 
less than the prescribed number of days’ notice. 

We come now to the most important point connected with 
this stringency of practice—namely, the danger which the de- 
partment runs in its rigid enforcement of absolute exactitude ; 
the danger, that is, of rejecting a notice of trial which is in 
truth valid, but is regarded as invalid owing to an accidental 
omission to remember one or other of: the provisions above 
teferred to. which vary the incidence of the time-fixture in 
particular cases. -The effect of such a mistake might be to 
wrongly deprive the appellant of his right to appeal. He might 


have given his notice of appeal only a day or two before the 








expiration of his time for appealing, and, if his notice was 
bad, his right of appeal could be taken away from him by pre- 
liminary objection at the hearing. Seeing that the Court f 
Appeal has recently held that a mistake by counsel is no ground 
for extending the time for appealing (Re Coles and Ravenshear, 
1907, 1 K. B. 1, C.A.), and it has been also decided that the 
mistake of the solicitor provides no such ground (Re Helsby, 
1894, 1 Q. B. 742, C.A.); nor the mistake of the registrar's 
clerk (Zz parte Viney, 1877, 4 Ch. D. 794, C.A.), it is neces- 
sary that a department which enforces exactitude on setting 
down appeals should be itself exact, and incapable of erring. 
We have before us as we write the papers in a Chan 

action in which an appeal is pending, and in which the first 
notice of appeal tendered for entry was, in our opinion, per- 
fectly correct, but was rejected in consequence of the stringent 
rule of practice referred to. A second notice of appeal was 
then drawn up and served, strictly in accordance with the ex- 
pressed requirements of the department, and this second notice 
was accepted, though it was in fact bad in law, because the 
computation of time enforced on the solicitor was wrong in the 
circumstances of the case. If a preliminary objection is taken 
at the hearing in that case, and decided in accordance with the 
cases cited above, the appeal will be ruled out. We give the 
actual dates, to shew the reality of the danger to which we 
are now particularly referring. 


First Notice.—Notice of appeal served under ord. 67, 
r. 2, by posting on the 20th of November. Day of service, 
the 2lst of November (which in the computation is ex- 
cluded, ord. 64, r. 12). The fourteen days’ notice, under 
ord. 58, r. 3, expires on the 5th of December. The day 
named in the notice for hearing was the 7th of December. 
It will be seen that the solicitor might have named the 
6th of December, and his notice was, after consideration, 
refused by the department because he had named the 7th 
of December. 

Second Notice, drawn to meet the requirements of the 
department.—Notice of appeal served on the 23rd of 
November by delivery. The day of hearing was, at the 
instance of the department, named as the 7th of December. 


Now, this second notice was clearly bad on the face of it, for 
it only gave a thirteen days’ notice to the respondent, instead 
of a fourteen days’ notice, as prescribed by ord. 58, r. 3. The 
day of service, the 23rd of November, does not count (ord. 64, 
r. 12). The fourteen days’ notice, therefore, expires on Satur- 
day, the 7th of December. As we have shewn at the outset, 
the last day of notice must expire before the day named for 
hearing. The 7th of December is a Saturday, and the first 
day which could properly be named as the day of hearing is 
Monday, the 9th of December. If the objection is taken at 
the hearing, the appeal may be dismissed because the notice is 
bad, although the wrong day of hearing was forced upon the 
solicitor by the department: see Ex parte Viney (ubi supra). 

The real object of the prescribed length of notice, we submit, 
is to secure absolutely to the defendant, or respondent, the re- 
quired length of notice, not to prevent the plaintiff or appellant 
from giving him, for good reason, a few days longer. 

Now we come to the most striking fact of the whole of this 
matter. In the above remarks we have referred only to the 
Chancery Division. The reason is that in the King’s Bench 
Division the practice of imposing on an appellant giving notice 
of appeal, or a plaintiff giving notice of trial, the necessity of 
naming in his notice as the day of hearing the first possible day. 
and no other, does not exist. So long as the day named in- 
cludes a complete fourteen days’ notice, or the full number of 
days otherwise prescribed, no abjection is taken on entering the 
appeal or trial to the addition of a few days, 80. long as it is 
apparent that the later date is not named for purposes of delay. 

In the case of notices of trial, it is no great matter, perhaps, 
that two Divisions of the High Court should differ in practice 
to this extent. . But the Court of Appeal is one court, eer in 
two portions, and it is surely a misfortune, and a great addition 
to the perplexities of legal practitioners, that two parts of one 
court should each have a different practice from the other, and 
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ar each place a different construction on the same rule 
which governs them both. 

_We will only add one further observation. The King’s Bench 
practice appears to us to be more consistent with the rules and 
cases on computation of time than does the Chancery practice. 
We have failed to find a single fixture of time which ties either 
of the parties affected to one single day and no other for the 
performance of any act to be done. One of two limitations of 
time are made by Rules of Court. Either the time within 
which an act may be done, in which case it may be done on 
any day up to and including the last day; or the time before 
the expiration of which an act cannot be done, in which case 
there is no expression in any time-fixture which prevents the 
party from performing the act on a subsequent day. Ord. 58, 
r. 3, is no exception to this. It merely prescribes the length of 
notice which must be given. It does not provide that the day 
of hearing must follow on the next day afterwards. It does 
not refer at all to the day of hearing, nor, so far as we are 
aware, does any other rule, or any decided case. It surely 
savours of unconscious irony to compel an appellant in a final 
appeal to name the fifteenth day from service of the notice as 
the day, of hearing, and refuse his notice if it names a single 
day late’, when he knows that the actual dav when it will come 
into the paper for hearing is more nearly fifteen weeks distant 
than fifteen days. 





Damage by Subsidence. 


Ix. commenting, two years ago, on the result of Tunnicliffe d& 
Hampson (Limited) v. West Leigh Colliery Co. (Limited) (1905, 


2 Ch. 390), before Swinren Eapy, J., we observed that the correct- | 


ness of his decision could hardly be doubtful, having regard to the 
rule established by Darley Main Colliery Co. v. Mitchell (11 
App. Cas. 127), and this comment has been justified by the 
judgment of the House of Lords—West Leigh Colliery Co. v. 
Tunniclife d- Hampson—delivered this week (reported else 
where); though the difficulties of the point at issue have been 
emphasized by the contrary view taken in the Court of Appeal 
(1906, 2 Ch. 22). And, indeed, the outcome of the litigation 
is to exhibit in a very unenviable light the position of a surface 
owner underneath whose property mining operations have been, 
or are still, going on. The hollowing out of the substratum is 
no infringement of his rights, and furnishes him with no right 
of action, althongh he may live in daily expectation of his 
buildings collapsing, and although, if he attempts to sell, he 
must submit to a serions deduction from the former value of the 
property. If at length his expectations are realized, and 
damage appears in the buildings, the law now vouchsafes 
to him a right of action, and he can recover damages for the 
loss thus caused. The working in itself was not unlawful, but 
the loss which results from it is unlawful. At any rate it is a 
wrong to the surface owner, and he is entitled to compensation. 
But this right can only be enforced against the person respon- 
sibla for the workings: it cannot be enforced against the owner 
of the substratum at the time when the damage occurs. Hence, 
if the person thus responsible is dead. or if he has become insol- 
vent, the clhim to compensation becomes futile, or is only 
partially effective. 

But it is by no means certain that the first subsidence will 
exhaust the damave. On the contrary, it serves to reveal the 
danger, and it is l'kely to be the forerunner of further and more 
serious disaster. This. however, is no reason for increasing the 
amount of damages which the surface owner can immediately 
claim. He can prove the actual loss which the first subsidence 
has caused. and this will be awarded to him as compensation. 
The fact that this has ocenrred may knock many thousand 
pounde off the valne of his land. and perhaps make it unsale- 
able. but nothine further ean be allowed on this head. To 
recover additional compensation he must wait till further 
phvsies] damage has been suffered, and so on from time to time. 
until the aihsidences have finally ceased or his pronerty hes 
dizanneared. This wos the view taken by Swivren Fany, J.. 
and now affirmed hv the House of Lords. byt from which the 
majority of the Court of Anneal (Corrs, M.R., and Cozens- 
Harpy, IzJ., Romer, L.J., diss.) withheld their assent, 





The figures in the present case will serve to give concrete 
form to the above statement. The defendant company—the 
appellants in the appeal—had in the course of their mining 
operations removed minerals required for the support of the 
plaintiff company’s mills. This had resulted in subsidence, 
causing injury to the mills, and the defendants, whose mining 
operations in the neighbourhood of the mills had ceased, 
admitted liability. It was referred to the official referee to 
assess the damage, and this he did under two heads. The 
actual physical injury to the mills he put at £1,300, this being 
the cost of the repairs which required to be immediately done, 
But in addition to the physical damage, he also had regard 
to the depreciation in the value of the property, a depreciation 
which he measured by the difference in the market value of the 
property before and after the damage. Calculating this at 15 
per cent. of the value of the property before the subsidence— 
namely, £88,000—the official referee assessed the second head 
of damages at £13,200. The question in dispute was whether this 
latter sum was properly included in the damages payable by the 
defendants in the present action. 

As stated above, the original working gave no cause of action 
prior to the subsidence. For that Backhouse v. Bonomi 
H. L. C. 503) is the authority. It was there held that in a 
case of damage by subsidence, it is the damage which gives 
the cause of action: not the excavation to which the damage‘is 
due. The right of the surface owner is “to the ordinary enjoy- 


| ment of his land, and till that ordinary enjoyment is interfered 
| with he has nothing of which to complain”: per Lord Craw 





wortH. “I think it is abundantly clear, both upon principle 
and upon authority, that when the enjoyment of the house is 
interfered with by the actual occurrence of the mischief, the 
cause of action then arises, and that the action may then be 
maintained”: per Lord Westsury, C. There is no allowanes 
here for threatened mischief or for depreciation in the value of 
the surface property. Until there is physical damage there is 
no cause of action at all. 

But when damage has once been suffered, and a right of 
action has accrued, is it not then possible to recover in this 
action the whole loss in respect of the property, whether past or 
prospective? This question is answered by the decision of the 
House of Lords in Darley Main Colliery Co. v. Mitchell (supra). 
Each new subsidence, although proceeding from the same origi- 
nal working, gives a new cause of action for which damages 
may be recovered, and the surface owner cannot recover in his 
first action damages which are properly recoverable in a future 
action. This application of Darley Main Colliery Company v. 
action. This application of the Darley Main Colliery Co. ¥. 
Mitchell to the present case the Court of Appeal, however, 
denied. The general rule in assessing damages is to measure 
them by the depreciation in selling value before and after the 
injury, and the majority of the court saw no reason for exclud- 
ing this rule in assessing damages for a first subsidence. It 
was recognized that a second subsidence would give a fresh 
cause of action and a fresh claim to damages, but in such 
action the damages would have to be correspondingly reduced. 
Thus, to carry on the figures in the present case, on the first 
subsidence the actual damage was £1,300, the depreciation in 
value was £13,200. If at any time further subsidences 
occurred which resulted in actual damage exceeding the latter 
sum—sav, £16,200—then the surplus only—£3,000—would be 
recoverable. In this way the majority of the Court of Appeal 
reconciled the snecessive causes of action sanctioned by Darley 
Main Colliery Co. v. Mitchell (sunra) with the rule that whet 
once a cause of action has accrued the damages are meast 
by the depreciation in selling value. 

But the reasoning, though primé facie conclusive, has a weak 
point. Tf, after the cause of action for the subsidence has been 
completed by the occurrence of injury, the damages are to IF 
clude not only the actual loss, but depreciation in selling val 
then the depreciation in selling value is by itself an independ 
head of damage which ought to be recoverable even before . 
actual injury. But this, as Rowgr, L.J., pointed out in i” 
Court of Appeal, is not admissible. “Tf,” he said, “ without amy” 
subsidence having occurred, the existence of the workings ; 





came known, and fear of a subsidence to arise therefrom ar0st 
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and so caused a depreciation in the value of the land, the loss 
thereby occasioned to the owner of the land would form no 
cause of action and could not be recovered by him.” And loss 
which forms no cause of action by itself cannot be added to 
loss which does form a cause of action; in other words, loss 
which occurs before actual physical injury from subsidence has 
given a cause of action cannot be added to the damages recover- 
able after the subsidence. This was clearly put by Lord 
MacnaGuTEN in the present judgment: “If depreciation caused 
by apprehension of future mischief does not furnish a cause of 
action by itself, because there is no legal wrong, though the 
damage may be very great, it is difficult to see how the missing 
element can be supplied by presenting the claim in respect of 
depreciation tacked on to a claim in respect of a wrong 
admittedly actionable.” 

This really disposes of the matter. Backhouse v. Bonomi 
forbids any cause of action until subsidence has occurred and 
has caused actual physical injury; Darley Main Colliery Co. v. 
Mitchell, by giving a fresh cause of action with each fresh 
injury from subsidence, forbids that the damages in the first 
action should be prospective, and also limits the damages in 
each successive action to the physical injury then occasioned. 
There is no room in this chain of actions to give damages for 
general depreciation. Such depreciation is not recognized as a 
head of damage prior to actual subsidence, nor is it reckoned 
as a head of damage after subsidence. The surface owner is 
limited to his claims for actual damage as they from time to 
time arise, and he has also to run the risk that, when they do 
arise, there may be no person in existence against whom they 
can be effectively asserted. If he has to sell the property 
either before actual subsidence, but when the risk of subsidence 
has become known; or after subsidence, when this risk has 
become an accomplished fact with fair promise of further sub- 
sidence; and if he suffers thereby a diminution in the selling 
price, he must put up with the loss, 

A result apparently so unfair requires some justification, and 
Lord MacnacuTen found it in the original fault of the surface 
owner. “Speaking for myself, I cannot help thinking that a 
surface owner who complains of depreciation in the value of his 
property caused by underground workings is not wholly free 
from blame himself. In a sense it is his own folly. He has 
erected buildings or acquired buildings erected upon ground 
which is, or may be, undermined. So long as there are no 
underground workings, or it is taken for granted that his 
buildings rest upon a foundation that is solid throughout, all is 
well. But when it becomes known from some accident in the 
neighbourhood, or from evidence given in court, or in some 
other way, that his buildings have beneath them a cavity or 
hollow, then people begin to think that it is probable, or at 
least possible, that some day his land, with the buildings upon 
it, may be let down. The secret has come out, and the char- 
acter of his property suffers in public estimation. In truth, 
surface ground, with a stratum beneath it belonging to a 
different owner from which the minerals have been or are liable 
to be removed, is not justly entitled to the credit of absolute 
stability.” This is equivalent to saying that the right of sup- 
port from the substratum which the owner is assumed to have is 
a very imperfect right. And it may be suggested that the 
position of the surface owner is not due so much to any im- 
prudence on his part, as to the manner in which the previous 
decisions of the House of Lords have failed to give the right of 
support adequate sanction. The law, however, is now settled, 
and upon any sale of minerals separate from the surface, but 
with a reservation of the right of support, it must be recognised 
that this right is incomplete, and that, in spite of the reser- 
vation, the existence of the underground workings may cause a 
substantial depreciation in the value of the surface property in 
the event of a sale for which the surface owner oan recover no 
compensation, 








The fiftieth meeting of the Bankruptcy Law Amendment Committee 
was held on the 27th ult., at the Royal Courts of Justice, under the 
presidency of Mr. Muir Mackenzie (the chairman), when the committee 
concluded the consideration of the chairman’s memorandum dealing with 


the results of the evidence taken by the committee, and adjourned 
sine die for the preparation by the chairman of the draft report. 





Reviews. 


County Court Practice. 


County Court Practice MapE Easy; or, Dest CoLiEcTion 
SIMPLIFIED. By A Souiciror. THIRD (REVISED AND ENLARGED) 
EpiTion. Effingham Wiison. 

This little book is intended to make county court procedure in a 
simple pee yr wee | case easy for a creditor who wishes to sue in 
person, and it should be useful to solicitors’ clerks who have still 
their naps to . Part I. explains in detail the successive 

to be taken by _ in suing under an summons ; 

Part II. does the same for procedure by default summons; Part IIt 
instructs the defendant how to defend the claim. The whole is 
written in a lively and interesting manner so as to give the reader the 
impression that county court proceedings are nearly, if not quite, as 
good as a play. The book will be of service where the standard 
works would overshoot the mark. 





Bills of Exchange. 


Brits, CHEQUES, AND Notes: A HanpsBook FoR Business MEN 
AND COMMERCIAL STUDENTS; TOGETHER WITH THE BILIs oF 
EXcHANGE Act, 1882, aND TH8 Britis oF ExcHanGE (CRossED 
Cueques) Act, 1906, Sir Isaac Pitman & Sons (Limited). 


This is a useful explanation of practical matters arising in relation 
to bills, cheques, and not+s. On pvints of law it is always possible to 
refer to the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, and to the authoriti-s, but 
the actual dealing with these instruments can conveniently be made 
the subject of a different style of treatment. In regard to crossed 
cheques, for instance, the liabilities of the various and bauke 
through whose hands the cheque pass+s are clearly stuted, and are 
illustrated by examples. The effect of the change as re; 
collecting banks by the Act of 1906 is pointed out, and the 
result of the additions, ‘‘ not negotiable” and ‘‘ account of payee,” 
ae The book will be fouud to be a useful companion to the 

ct of 1882. 





Books of the Week. 


A New Guide to the Bar, containing the Most Recent Regulations and 
Examination Papers and a Critical Essay on the Present Condition of 
the Bar of England. By L L. B., Barrister-at-Law. Third Edition. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


Adulteration of Food ; Statutes and Cases dealing with Coffee, Tea, 
Bread, Seeds, Food and D , Margarine, Milk-blended Butter, 
Fertilisers and Feeding Stuffs, &. By Dovausas C. BarkiLEy, 
Barrister-at-Law. Tnird Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). : 

The English Reports, Vol. LX XIX. : King s Bench Division VIIL, 
containing Croke Jac; Croke Cur; Popham. William Green & Sons, 
Edinburgh ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Conveyancing Costs (Rubinstein’s): The Solicitors’ Remuneration 
Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict oc. 44), and the General Order made in 
Pursuance thereof, Land istry Acts, Rules, Fees, and Costs, with 
Comprehensive Tables shewivg the Remuneration under each Head, 
and Introduction, Sum » Notes, Precedents, Appendix, and 
Decisions under the Acts: being a Complete Guide to tue Scale of 
Charges. By J. F.C. Bennett, Svlicitor. Tenth Edition, Revised 
and Corrected up to Date. Waterlow Bros. & Layton (Limited). 


The Stamp Laws as Charged by the Stamp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 
Vict. c. 39), together with all Amendments and Cases and Notes as to 
Adjudications and General Practice. With Schedule of Daties and 
Regulations as to Stamping; also the Stamp Duties Management 
Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vict. c. 38), with the Duties and Fees pu on 
many Mi eous Instruments. Eleventh Edition. aterlow 
Bros. & Layton (Limited). 

Rates and Charges O:ders: The Law under the Railwa 

Rates and Charges Orders Confirmation Acts, 1891 and 1892, and the 

Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 1894, with Ex Ni 

(Limited) By HaroLp Russg1, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
imited). 


The Weights and Measures Acts, 1878 to 1904, with the Board of 
Trade Regulations and other Statutes ing Thereto. By W. Erio 
BovusFI&1D, Barrister-at-Law. With a Preface by W. R. BovsFrELD, 
K.C. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 








Mr. Robert Wallace, K.C., presided at the fifth annual dinner of 
London Magistrates’ Club, at the Whitehall Rooms, on Tuesday even- 





ing. Mr. Gladstone, of State for the Home 
was the guest of the ia Te 
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New Orders, &c. 


County Court Fees. 


TREASURY ORDER, DATED OcToBER 22, 1907, REGULATING FEES N 
County Covats. 

In pursuance of the powers given by the County Courts Act, 1888, 
and of all other powers enabling Us in this behalf, We, the under- 
signed, being two of the Commissioners of His Majesty's Treasury, 
whose names are hereunto subscribed, do hereby, with the consent of 
the Lord Uhancellor, order that on and after the 1st day of December, 
1907, the following alterations in the Treasury Order regulating Fees 
in County Courts, dated the 30th day of December, 1903, shall have 
effect. JosEePH A. PEASE. 

J. HERBERT LEWIS. 

I approve of this Order, 

Lorxsurn, C. 
ScHEDULE B. Parr I. 
High Baliff’s Fees. 

In Paragraph 37, after the word *‘ proceeding” in the first line, 
insert the following words, viz., ‘‘ or where notice of a claim to or in 
respect of any goods or chattels taken in execution is sent to an 
execution creditor under Order XXVIL,, rule 1.” 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE v, MAPLE & CO. (PARIS) 
(LIM.), 1st May; 27th Nov. 


Revenve—Strame Dury—Sare anp Conveyance—‘‘ Taina Donk oR TO BE 
Done in Any Part or tar Unitep Kinepom’’—Sramp Act, 1891 \54 
& 55 Vicr. c. 39), as. 14, 54. 


A company which was registered in England, and which had a branch businces 
in Paris, by an wnstrument in writing executed in France and drawn up in French, 
transferred to a new company, also registerea in England, all its business and 
assets in France, and in consideration thereof the new company issued and allotted 
to the old company in England 72,000 £1 shares in the new company. The question 
was, what stamp duty (if any) was that instrument to be stamped with? The 
commissioners were of opinion that st was a *‘ conveyance on sale,’ and wnder 
section 14, sub-section 1, and section 54 of the Stamp Act, 1891, should be stamped 
wh an ud valorem stamp which would amount to £860. The company app aed. 
The Court of Appeal (Fietcher Moulton and Farwell, L.JJ., Collins, M.R. 
dissenting), affirming the judgment of Walton, J., who had reversed the decision 
of the commissioners, held that the instrument, having been executed abroad and 

eng solely with property locally situated out of the United Kingdom, was only 
chargeable with a ssxpenny stamp as an agreement. The Crown appealed. 

Heid, that the opinion of the commisssoners was right, and therefore the appeal 
of the Crown was allowed with costs. 


Appeal by the Crown from a decision of the Court of Appeal 
(Fletcher Moulton and Farwell, L.JJ., Collins, M.R., dissenting), dis- 
missing with costs an appeal by the present appellants from a judgment 
of Walton, J., upon a cial case stated by the Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue. ‘The decisions in the courts below are reported 1906, 
1 K. B. 591 and 1906, 2 K. B. Messrs. Maple & Co., of 
Tottenham Court-road, had some years ago opened a branch in Paris 
which proved very successful. In June, 1905, an arrangement was 
come to by which the business in Paris was to become a distinct com- 
pany, and a deed was drawn up in Paris and executed there whereby 
the London company agreed, in consideration of 72,000 one pound 
shares of the new company being transferred into the name of the 
old company, to transfer the whale of the Paris company to the new 
his document was known in French law as a deed of 
‘‘apport,’’ and was not liable as a conveyance on sale to be stamped. 
This document having been presented to the commissioners to say 
what stamp duty (if any) beyond a sixpenny impressed stamp it should 
bear in this country in order to make the transfer of the shares 
valid, they decided that it was a conveyance on sale within section 54 
of the Act of 1891, and it was liable to samget with a £360 stamp, 
being the ad valorem duty of 10s. for each £100. Walton, J., 
accepted the contention of the company that the deed should only 
bear a sixpenny stamp as an agreement. The Court of Appeal 
affirmed by a majority that decision. Hence the appeal by the Cen 
to their lordships’ House. 

Tue Hovse took time to consider. 

Lord Loresvurn, C., said he had seen the judgment about to be 
delivered by Lord Macnaghten, and he agreed with it. 

Lord Maonacuten then read the following judgment: This case 
seems to me to be very plain and very simple. But I express my 
opinion with diffidence, because I find that the view which I venture 
to think so plain and so simple has been described by one of the 
learned Lords Justices in a most elaborate judgment as based on 

remisses which are absurd and ridiculous. There are no facts in 
ispute. [His lordship then stated the facts, and, continuing, said :] 








I think that there can be no doubt that the deed of the Sth of June, 
1905, is a ‘‘conveyance on sale’’ within the meaning of the Act of 
1891, having regard to the definition contained in section 54. It is an 
“‘instrument whereby property . . . upon the sale 
thereof is transferred to . a purchaser.’’ According to French 
law, too, if that is material, it is a conveyance on sale, although it 
appears that in the absence of registration a purchaser without notice 
might obtain a preferential title. Then comes the question: How is 
the expression ‘‘conveyance on sale’’ to be understood? What 
limitations are to be placed upon it? Is it to be limited 
to conveyances executed in the United Kingdom? Such a 
limitation would be unreasonable when the instrument operates on 
property situate in the United Kingdom. A trip across the Channel 
would afford ready means of evading duty. Now, section 14, sub. 
section 4, of the Stamp Act, 1891, shews that it was not intended 
so to limit the expression. Why may not that sub-section be referred 
to for the purpose of shewing that conveyances on sale executed abroad 
are chargeable with duty when they relate ‘‘to any matter or thing done 
or to be done in any part of the United Kingdom,” as well as when 
they relate to any property situate in the United Kingdom? Speakin 
for myself, I have some difficulty in seeing why it should be assum 
that this instrument does not relate to property situate in the United 
Kingdom. The Act speaks of the “instrument.’’ The provision is not 
confined to the operative part of the instrument. It speaks of the 
instrument as ‘‘relating to’’ certain subjects. There is no expression 
more general or far-reaching than that. This instrument relates to 
the capital of the new company, out of whiich it was agreed that a 
specified number of shares should be appropriated and allotted to the 
old company. The share capital of the new company, if it was situated 
anywhere, was situate in England. In my opinion, therefore, this 
instrument does relate to property situate in England. It cer- 
tainly relates to something to be done in England. It 
relates to the registration in the name of the old company of the 
shares which were to be allotted in an English company as the con- 
sideration for the purchase of the French a: It seems to me, 
though I still prao with great diffidence, that the learned judge of 
Appeal who on the leading judgment in favour of the respondents 
has not paid sufficient attention to two points which appear to me 
to be clear enough. In the first place, it must always be borne in 
mind that as regards conveyances on sale the charge is on instruments, 
not on persons. In the next place, I think it is clear that there is 
nothing criminal in a purchaser omitting to stamp his conveyance, 
By such an omission he commits no breach of duty. He does nothing 
wrong. The instrument if not duly stamped cannot be put in evidence 
or made available for any purpose. That is all. The purchaser need 
not go about in fear of the Attorney-General pouncing upon him and 
getting him fined. The fines spoken of in section 15 are not, as one 
of the Lords Justices seems to think, fines to which a purchaser becomes 
liable by not stamping his conveyance, but fines which he has to pay for 
the privilege of stamping his conveyance if he wants to get it a 
after the prescribed period. I agree with the judgment of Collins, M.R 
I think judgment should be entered in favour of the commissioners, 
with costs here and below. 

The Earl of Hatssury, Lord AsHsourneE, Lord JAmMEs oF HEREFORD, 
and Lord Arxrnson concurred. 

Lord Loresurn, C., moved that the appeal be allowed, with costs. 
The motion was agreed to.—CounseL, Sir John Lawson Walton, A.G., 
Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., and W. Finlay; Danckwerts, K.C., and 
Beddall. Soxtcrrors, Solicitor of Inland Revenue; Peake, Bird, 
Collins, & Co. 

[Reported by Easxine Reip, Barrister-at-Law. | 


CLIFFORD v, TIMMS. SAME v. PHILLIPS. 20th and 2ist Nov. 


PartTNERSHIP — ARTICLES — ConsTRUCTION — ProressionaAL Muisconpuct— 
Dentist—Evipence—Orper or General Menicat Counc Erasing 
Name From Dentists’ Recisrer—Dentists Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. 
c. 33), ss. 13, 14, 15. 


Under articles of partnership the plaintiff and the defendant, who were dentssls, 
were entitled to terminate the partnership if either were guilty of profess‘onal mis- 
conduct or of any act which was calculated to bring discredit upon or injure the 
other partner or the partnership business, The plaintiff was found hy the General 
Medical Council to have committed an act of professional misconduct, and that 
body made an order that his name should be erased from the register of dentists. 
Without deciding whether the order of the council was admissible as conclusivt 
evidence of professional misconduct in every case, 

The House affirmed the decision of the Court of Appeal (1907, 2 Ch. 237) that 
the removal of the appellant’s name from the register rendered him incapable of 
taking part in the partnership business, and entitled the respondent to terminate 
the partnership. 


These were two appeals by Mr. Isidore Clifford from a judgment of the 


Court of Appeal (reported 1907, 2 Ch. 236).. In the first case the plaintiff 


and defendant were partners in a West End dental business, and one 
of the articles of the partnership deed, which was executed on the 2ndof 
October, 1899, provided that “if either partner was during the con- ~ 
tinuance of the partnership guilty of professional misconduct, or of any 
act calculated to ao upon or injure the other partner or the — 

the other partner should be at liberty to give notice — 
to end the partnership.’? On the 28th of June, 1906, Mr. Timms gave 
such a notice on the ground that the plaintiff had been found guilty of — 


partnership business, 


profeesional misconduct by the General Medical Council. The 
was a shareholder and a director of the American Dental 
(Limited), which employed unregistered persons to attend patients 
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which advertised by means of pamphlets. The fact having been brought 
to the notice of the General Medical Council, 4 under the 
Dentists Act, 1878, appointed a committee, and upon the report of the com- 
mittee found a charge of professional misconduct ost the 
tiff, and they ordered that the name of the plaintiff sh be erased 
the register of dentists on the ground that he had been guilty of 
conduct which was “‘ infamous and disgraceful in a t”’ 
within section 13 of the Act of 1878. ‘The plaintiff denied that the 
finding of the committee or the order of the council constituted proof of 
professional misconduct which entitled his partner to determine the 
nership. He consequently brought this action claiming a declaration 
that the notics was invalid. Kekewich, J., held that he was entitled to 
the declaration as asked, but the Court of Appeal reverred that judgment. 
Mr. Isidore Clifford appealed. At the close of the argaments, 

Lord Lorenvrn, C., in moving that the ap should be dismissed, said 
thequestion was whether a dental practitioner had been guilty of professional 
misconduct so as to entitle his partner on that ground to cancel the arrange- 
ment between them. His lordship did not think it necessary to enter into 
the legal question—interesting as it might be—of the admissibility and 
conclusiveness of the order made by the General Medical Council, which 
had been so fully gone into by the Court of Appeal. It seemed to him to 
be a matter of indifference whether the order made by the council ought 
to be admitted in evidence or not. ‘The question really depended upon the 
advertisement. Mr. Clifford had sanctioned that advertisement, and his 
lordship agreed with the General Medical Council that in the circumstances 
the issuing of it amounted to professional misconduct. 

The Earl of Hatssury and Lords Macnacuren and ATKrInson concurred, 
and this appeal was dismissed with costs. 

In the second appeal—Cliford v. Phillips—the facts were somewhat 
different. Mr. Phillips, like Mr. Timms, had given notice based upon the 
order of the Medical Uouncil to cancel the partnership with the appellant 
and his brother which he had entered into in June, 1895. The UCliffords 
brought an action for the purpose of obtaining (among other reltef) a 
declaration that the partnersuip between them had not been determined 
by the notice. Warrington, J., held that the order of the council was 
not admissible as evidence, and that, upon the facts proved, the plaintiff 
had not been guilty of professional misconduct within the meaning of the 
articles. Mr. Phillips appealed, and the Cuurt of Appeal allowed the 
appeal substantially on the ground that the removal of the plaintiff’s 
name from the Dental Register rendered him incapable of taking his part 
in the business of a dentist within the meaning of the partnership deed, 
aud entitled the defendant to cancel the partnership. The Cliffords 


appealed. 

Ford Lorenven, O., moved that this appeal should also be dismissed with 
costs. The question was whether the order of the Medical Council could 
be relied on as establishing proof of professional misconduct, and, if so, 
whether, under the terms of the partnership deed, the matter in dispute 
must go to arbitration. In his opinion the decision of the Court of Appeal 
was right on both points. The motion was to.—CovunseL, Sir 
Robert Finlay, K.C., H. Terrell, K.C., and Houston ; Upjohn, K.C., Buck- 
master, K.O., and FE. F. Buckley, for Mr. Timms; Upjohn, K.C., and £. 
Ford, for Mr. Phillips. Soxicrrors, H. Perey Becher; Harry Wilson; 
Samuel Lithgow. 

[Reported by Exsxixz Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


TUNNICLIFFE & HAMPSON (LIM.) v. WEST LEIGH COLLIERY CO. 
(LIM.). 11th July; 2nd Dec. 


Damace—Sunstpence—Maeasure or Damaces—Risk or Future SupsipEence 
—Remoreness—Ricut or Owner to Barina Fresx Action ror Eacn 
Svssipence Causinc Faresn Damace. 


A surface owner has no cause of action against the owner of a substratum who 
has removed minerals therefrom uniss and until actual damage results from the 
removal. Further, the surface owner can bring an action for fresh damage caused 
Srom time to time by fresh subsidences. 

Held, therefore, that a sum awarded by an official referee, which was mainly 
composed of an allowance for the risk of future damage, regarded as an element 
which would at once depreciate the market value of the premires, ought not to be 
allowed. But whtle so holding, the House sntimated that the surface owner was 
entstled to something more than the sum uhich he had been called on to expend in 
actual repairs, to cover depreciation in the value of the premises dircetly caused by 
the subsidence. 

Judgment of Swinfen Eady, J. (1905, 2 Ch. 390', restored. 

Judgment of the Court of Appeal (Collins, M.R., and Cozens-Hardy, L.J., 
Romer, L.J., dsssenting) set aside, 

Bonomi v. Backhouse (9 H. L. C. 503) and Darley Main Colliery Co. ¢. 
Mitchell (11 4. C. 127) considered and followed. 


Appeal by the defendants from an order of the Court of Appeal (reported 
1906, 2 Ch. 22), varying an order of Swinfen Eady, J., on a motion by the 
plaintiffs that a — of the official referee us to the amount of damages 
should be adopted. The plaintiffs, who w-re cotton spinners, were th; 
owners and occupiers of the ‘‘ Firs Miils,’”’ West L-igh. The defendants 
were colliery owners, and worked minerals under the mills. ‘The plaintiffs 

ed damages for injury by subsidence owing to the removal of minerals, 

and the official referee awarded the plaintiffs damages in two separate sums. 
As to the cost of all ths repairs necessary to the cotton mill, he gave £1,300, 
and he assessed the damages for depreciation of the premises at £13,200. 
It was only as to the latter sum that the appeal was brought. The broad 
objection urged against it by the defendints was that it was inconsistent 
with the former decisions of this House in Bonomi v. Backhouse (9 H. U. C. 
503) and Darley Main Colliery Co. v. Mutchell(11 A. O. 127), as it was a sum 
composed of an allowance for the risk of future damage, and that 

as they must remain liable for any future subsidence, if it should occur, 








they might thus have to pay twice over for the same Joss. Swinfen Exdy, 
J., held, as regarded the £13,200, in favour of the defendants. He did not 


limit his judgment, however, to the £1,300 for repairs, but a 
reference to the official referee to assess the damages in respect of 
de tion of the premises, and 8 


: 
i 
: 

rt) 
2 


mill which had been much cracked and injured, and 
and out of plumb, although jared was manifestly not of the same 
telling value as before it was ° oe ae ee ook oe 
entirely reinsta'ing it, and the loss to the plain same 
the mill was sold and the loss realizei, or whether the mill was retained 
LP og plaintiffs, its value being reduced. 
-R., and Cozens-Hardy, L.J., Romer, L.J., dissenting) that the 
report of the official referee should bade ne in its entirety, and inter 


3 
i 
. 


alia that the defendants should pay to the the £13,200 for the 
depreciation of the premises. , 
ne Hovse took for consideration. 


Lord Maenacuten read a judgment, in the course of ] 
thought the case was concluded by the decisions of this House in Bonomi 
v. Backhouse and Darley Main Colliery Co. v. Mitchell It was undoubted law 
that a surface owner had no cause of action the owner of a 
subjacent stratum who removed atom of the mineral contained in 
that stratum unless and until damage resulted from the removal. 
The damage, not the withdrawal of the su , was the cause of action. 
Aud so the Statute of Limitations was no bar, however long it might be 
since the removal was completed, nor was it any answer to the surface 


owner’s claim to say that he had brought one or more actions and 
obtained compensation once and again for other domege roeene from 
the sams excavation. Therefore depreciation in the of the surface 
owner’s property brought about by the a of future om 
gave no cause of action iteelf: see judgment of Cockburn, O.J. 

Lamb v. Walker (3 Q B. D. 389). But when ons it was known that 
premises were situated over a worked mine, then ’ began to think 
that it was probable, or at least ble, that some those buildings 


i 


possi 
might be let down. The secret out, the character of his property 
in public estimation, and was no longer justly entitled to the credit of 
absolute stability. For these reasons he thought that the judgment of 
Swinfen Eady, J , was right and should be restored. 

Lord Asunovurne read a judgment to the same effect. 

Lord James or Herevorp and Lord Arxrnson concurred sed dubitante, as 
they thought that a surface owner was entitled to a sum more than the 
amount which would be only sufficient to compensate hm for the actual 
cost of repair. As the matter was to be referred back they joined in the 
a allowed. 

Lonenvurn, C., said he had read the judgment delivered by Lord 
Macnaghten, and he entirely agreed with it, He moved that the appeul 
should be granted with costs. The motion was agreed to.—OovnsmL, 
Jessel, K.C., and Leslie Scott; Cripps, K.C:, Langdon, K oe FP. L, 
Wright. Soxscrrors, Fowler § Co. tor Grundy, Lamb, § Grundy, Manchester ; 
Patersons, Snow, Bloxam, § Kinder, tor Wilson, Wright, §@ Wilsons, 
Manchester. 

[Reported by Erxsxive Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Appeal. 


LISTER v. HOOSON. No. 1. 2nd Deo, 


Bayxruprcy — Murvat Oreprrs —Ser ory —Vouunrany Serrcement oF 
Monzy sy Bankrupt on His Wirs—Serriement Dectanep Vorn—Dzst 
Dvr rrom Hussanp to Wire -Bawxxrurtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr, 
c. 52), 8s. 38, 47, 

Within two years before his bankruptey a bankrupt by a voluntary settlement 
transferred £250 to his wife. After the bankruptey, upon the application 
of the trustee in the bankruptcy, the settlement was declared void as against 
him. The trustee thereupon sued to recover the £250 from the wife, and the latter 
claimed to set off against that sum the balance of a debt due to her from her 
husband and secured by a oe of certain property, the seourity being 
insufficient to pay the mar debt * wee 

Heid (by Vaughan Williams and Buckley, L.JJ., Fletcher Moulton, L.J., 
dissenting), that the wife was not entitled to a set off. 


Appeal from the judgment of Grantham, J., at the trial of the action 
without a jury. The plaintiff, who was the trustee in bankraptey of the 
defendant's husband, t:an action to recover £250 from the defendant 
in the following circumstances: The defendant’s husband witnin two 
years before his bankruptcy transferred a sum of £250 to his wife by way of 
voluntary settlement. After the the tiff took ings 
ia the Halifax County Court to have the settlement void in the bank- 
ruptey, under section 47, su>-section 1, of the Bankru Act, 1883, and 
an order was made to that effect. The defendant not pay the £250, 
end the petal eens Oe ee os ae it. ae his, sate 

to set under section 4 
pee rg ree to her 





: 


ot eS oe ee po 
” it was as against husband, therefore there 
no debt due from the wife to the husband against which the wife could 
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set off the debt due from him to her. There was, therefore, no mutual 
credits within section 38. Bberle’s Hvtel and Restaurant Co. v. Jonas (35 
W. R. 467, 18 Q. B. D, 459), Re Washington Diamond Mining Co. (41 W.R. 
681 ; 1893. 3 Ch. 95), Rose v. Hart (2 Smith L. C. (11th ed.) 298), Re Sims, 
Ex parte Sheffield (45 W.R 189, 3 Manson 340), Re Carter and Kenderdine’s 
Contract (45 W. R. 484; 1897, 1 Ch. 776), and Re G. E. B. (1903, 2 K. B. 
340), were cited. The defendant did not appear. 

Tar Covet (Vavenan Wittrams and Bucxtey, L.JJ., FLercuer Mouton, 
L.J., dissenting), having taken time to consider, allowed the appeal, and 
entered judgment for the plaintiff for £250. 

Vavenan Witt1aMs, L.J., said that, generally, in order that debts might 
be set off they must be due respectively in the same right, and that rale 
applied as much to set off under section 38 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
as to set off between solvent persons; and under section 38 a debt due to 
or from the trustee in bankruptcy, and arising after the bankruptcy in the 
management of the estate, could not be set off against a debt due from or 
to the bankrupt before the bankruptcy. The husband never could have 
recovered the £250 from the wife, but it could be recovered by the trustee 
in his bankruptcy. There was no debt dus from the wife to the husband 
and there was therefore no debt which the wife could utilize to pay herself 
the mortgage debt due to her from her husband. She must come in and 
prove like other creditors. 2+ Farnham (1895, 2 Ch. 799) was not in 
point. Nor could the wife, by refusing to pay the £250 to the trustee, 
create a right of set off which she would not otherwiss have had: Re Pollitt, 
Ex parte Minor (41 W. R. 276; 1893, 1 Q. B. 455), Turner v. Thomas (19 
W. R. 1170, L. R. 6 0. P. 610). ‘The defendant had therefore no right of 
set off. 

Fisrcarr Movutron, L.J., dissented. He said that there was n> doubt 
that the defendant would be entitled to set off the balance of the £700 
owing to her if the £250 were an ordinary debt, as, for instance, if it were 
money paid to her on behalf of the bankrupt for which she was account- 
able to him; and in his opinion she stood in the same position for all 
material purposes as if she had actually received the money to the use of 
the bankrupt. The intention of paying the money was, no doubt, to make 
a voluntary settlement on her, but that was void in the bankruptcy, and 
therefore she held the money to the use of the estate. The right of set off 
took its origin from the fact that the jurisdiction in bankruptcy was from 
the first an equitable jurisdiction, and he could see no ground why the 
injustice should be perpetrated of making a person, who on the balance 
was not a debtor to the estate, pay in full the sum due to the estate. 
Nor did the authorities countenance sucha proposition. [His lordship 
referred to Re Washington Diamond Mining Co. (supra), Jack v. Kipping (30 
W. R. 441, 9Q. B. D. 113) ] The words of section 47, sub-section 1, of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, ‘‘ void against the trustee in the bankruptcy,’’ did not 
militate against this view, because the trustee was merely the representative 

of the estate, and the provision meant that the money should be 
considered due to the estate for the purposes of the bankruptcy—namely, 
for paying the creditors of the estate. Nor could the fact that it required 
action on the part of the trustee to make the money recoverable affect the 
question. In his opinion, the case of Re Sims, Ex parte Sheffield (supra) 
was not in point. Further, in his opinion, the matter was concluded by 
the decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Furnham (supra), which followed 
the principles laid down by Chitty, J., in Sanguinetti v. Stuckey’s Banking 
Co. (48 W. R. 154; 1895, 1 Ch. 176). Those decisions seemed to him to 
lay it down that the right of the trustee to property under a void settle- 
ment was because it was the property of the bankrupt, and he could see 
no reason why it should be treated otherwise than in the way in which any 
other money belonging to the bankrupt in the hands of the same person 
would be treated. In his opinion there was a right of set off. 

Bucktey, L.J., delivered judgment, agreeing with Vaughan Williams, 
L..J.—Counset, 7. P. Perks. Soxscrrors, Williamson, Hill, §& Co., for Charles 
Clarkson, Halifax. 

j Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


LEONIS STEAMSHIP CO. (LIM.) ». JOSEPH RANK (LIM). 
5th, 6th, and 21st Nov. 
Surp—Demvurrace—ArnkivaL at Port—Cvustomary Ptiace or Loapinec— 
CHARTER-PARTY. 


Though there is in general an obligation on a ship to go to the berth selected by 
the charter-party, yet when an area is named and there is no express provision 
that the vessel shall go to a particular berth in that area, or to such berth as the 
charterers shall order, the l-y-days b-gin to run as soon as the ship has reached 
that area, and is at the disposal of the charterer. 

Decision of Channell, J. (reported 1907, 1 K. B. 344, 12 Com. Cas. 178), 
reversed. 

Appeal by the plaintiffs from a decision of Channell, J. The plaintiffs 
claimed demurrage and freight, and a declaration that they were entitled to 
exercise a lien on 120 tons of wheat in respect thereof. The plaintiffs 
were the owners of the steamship Jeonis, and the defendants were the 
holders of the bills of lading and receivers of the cargo. At Monte Video 
The Leonis was ordered to Bahia Blanca. She arrived in the river within 
the port on the 24h of February, anchored off the pier at a spot which 
was not the usual loading: place, but was a possible loading-place. Notice 
of readiness was given the same afternoon. The charterers desired the vessel 
to go alongside the pier to load, but owing to the crowded state of the port, 
all the berths were occupied, and the vessel did not get a berth until the 
80ch of March, when she began loading. Channell,J., held that although 
as between the shipowner and charterer there was in general an obligation 
on the ship to go to the berth selected by the charterer, the terms of the 
charter must be looked at to see whether that was to be done in the ship- 
owner’s time before the ship could be treated as an arrived ship, or in 
charterer’s time after the lay-days had commenced, and in the absence of 





— terms in the charter-party giving any guidance on this point, that the 
rule stated by Brett, L.J., in Nelson v. Dahi (12 Ch. D. 568), and followed 
in Pyman v. Dreyfus (59 L J. Q. B. 13), applied—viz., if the charter is to 


roceed to a port and there load and nothing more is said, then the 

s an arrived ship when she arrives at a usual place of loading—and held 
that the time taken in getting to a berth could not be included in the lay. 
days, and gave judgment for the defendants, inasmuch as the pier at 
which The Leonis arrived on the 24th of February was not the usual place 
of loading, and that Pyman v. Dreyfus did not, therefore, apply. ‘he 
plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Court reserved judgment. F 

Lord Atverstone, C.J., said he concurred in the judgment about to ba 
delivered by the other members of the court. 

Bucxuey, L.J , who delivered a written judgment, after stating facts, 
said there was a large number of authorities which were not easily 
reconcilable, but the true proposition as established by Postlethwaite y, 
Freeland (5 App. Cas. 599), Nelson v. Dahi (12 Oh. D. 568), and Tharsis 
Sulphur and Copper Co. v. Morel (1892, Q. B. 647) was that where the charter 
says discharge is to take place at a named place which is a large area, 
containing several places in which a ship can discharge, the lay-days begin 
on reaching that area. The statement in section 627 (2) of Mr, 
Carver’s book was correct, and there was nothing in principle to differen. 
tiate a dock from part of a port where the ship is close to, but not at, a 
berth, ane the word berth to mean a quay or wharf or moorings where a 
vessel could be discharged by lighters. Brown v. Johnson (10M. & W, 
331), Tapscott v. Balfour (L. R, 8 O. P. 46), and Brereton v. Chapman (7 Bing. 
559), were consistent with the view taken in Postlethwaite v. Freeland that 
lay-days begin when the ship has reached the commercial, as distinct from 
the geographical or maritime, area of the port. The case of Purker vy, 
Winlow, as reported in 7 E. & B, offered some difficulty, but the fuller 
report in 27 J. Q. B. 49 disposed of that difficulty. On the other 
hand there was a class of cases, such as the Tharsis case, which 
said that if the charterer was by express words entitled to name a 
particular berth the lay-days do not begin until that berth is reached. In 
The Feliz (L. R.2 A. & E. 273) there was only an implied authority to 
name the particular berth, and it was impossible to say that the case was 
the same whether the right to order to a particular berth was given in 
express words or was only implied. Pyman v. Dreyfus had never been 
doubted, and must not now be disturbed. Therefore, when an area is 
named, and there is no express provision that the vessel shall go to a 
particular berth in that area, or to such berth as the charterer shall order, 
the lay-days begin to run as soon as the ship has reached that area, and is 
at the disposal of the charterer. 

Kennepy, L.J., delivered a written judgment to the same effect. Appeal 
allowed, with costs of the appeal and of the trial so far as they were 
occasioned by this point; but the case was directed to go back to the court 
below for the further hearing of evidence as to the existence of a strike at 
Bahia Blanca, it being alleged that the delay was oc asioned by a strike, 
in which case the charterers were protected under the contract.—CounszL, 
J. 4. Hamilton, K.C., and Bailhache ; Serutton, K.C., and Ashton, K.C. 
Soxtorrors, Downing, Handcock, Middleton, § Lewis, for Bolam, Middleton, § 
Co., Sunderland ; Pritchard § Sons, for Hearfields § Lambert, Hull. 

[Reported by Exsxixz Rern, Barrister-at-Law. | 


LONDON TRANSPORT CO. (LIM.) v. BESSLER, WAECHTER, & CO. 
(LIM.). 14th and 25th Nov. 


Sare—CuartTer-ParTty—Spanisa Export Tax—Lianiiry ro Pay. 


A ship was chartered to proceed to a Spanish port and there lord a cargo of iron 
rails, By the terms of the charter-party ‘‘ Spanish customs due on cargo were to 
be paid by steamer not exceeding 18. per ton.’’ There was also a Spanish transport 
tax on iron rails. 

Held, affirming the decision of Channell, J. (reported 23 Tunes L R. 271), 
that the ship had to pay the export tax, which came within the words ‘‘ Customs 
dues” up to 18, per ton, and the charterers had to pay the balance. 


Appeal of the defendants from a juigment of Channell,J. The question 
was upon whom did the liability to pay a Spanish export tax fall. The 
arguments were heard on the 14th of Novemberand judgment was reserved, 

Lord Atverstone, C.J., said he regretted that in this case the court was 
not unanimous, but the judgment he was about to read was the judg- 
ment of Kennedy, LJ., and himself. The facts were these: Tne 
plaintiffs had chartered The Fearnley from Messrs. Rea, and they entered 
into a sub-charter with the defendants under which the ship was to proceed 
to Bilbao and there load a cargo of iron rails. The charter-party contained 
a clause that Spanish customs dues on cargo were to be paid by steamer 
not exceeding 1s. per ton. Before clearing from the port of loading the ship- 
shipowners were called upon by the Spanish authorities to pay £1,003 14s. 9d, 
in respect of a charge called impuesto de transporte or tax on the con- 
veyance of merchandize, in these proceedings referred to as a ‘‘ transport 
tax.’”’ The plaintiffs sought by the action to recover of this sum 
£727 2s. 4d., being the amount so paid less the sum of £276 12s. 5d., which 
represented 1s. per ton on the amount of rails loaded on board the steamer. 
The question at issue was whether the payment was one of ‘‘ customs 
dues on cargo’’ within the meaning of the clause above referred to in the 
charter-party. If it was, then it was clear that the ship would only be 
liable to pay up to 1s. per ton, and the balance, as Channell, J., found, 
would properly be paid by the charterers. It was contended by the ship- 
owners, the respondents to this appeal, that the transport tax in queation 
constituted a Spanish customs due on cargo within the meaning of the 
above clause, and they said that the fact that they were collected from the 
master or ship did not alter their character. The respondents said that 
the charter-party ought to be construed to include those dues, because 
otherwise there were no dues to which the clause could apply. Their lord- 
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thought that whether the charter-party was interpreted by itself or 
oe ohh coal evidence, the contention of the peter was right, and 
this appeal should be allowed with costs. 

Bucxzey, L.J., read a judgment, in which he ex the opinion that 
Channell, J.’s, judgment was right, and sh be affirmed. ‘peal 
allowed with costs.—OounssL, Scrutton, K.O., and Maurice Hill; J. A. 
Hamilton, K.C., Atkin, K.C., and Robertson Dunlop. Soxicrrors, Waltons, 
Johnson, Bubb, § Whatton ; Woodhouse $ Davidson. 

[Reported by Eesxixe Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.]| 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


CROYDON CORPORATION v. CROYDON RURAL DISTRICT COUNCIL. 
Neville, J. 15th Nov. 


Loca, GovernmMent—Rvrat Distrarcr Councrt—Sanrrany Rate—Spectat 
Expenses—Mvutvat Mistake as To CatcuLation or Amount—ReEtTRo- 
spective Rare—Manpamus to Levy Rate—Pousuic Hearn Act, 1875 
(38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55), ss. 229, 230. 

By certain agreements entered into between the plaintiffs and the defendants 
the dravnage area of certain parishes in the defendants’ district was extended and 
conected with the general drainage system of the plaintsf's, and it was provided 
that the defendants should pay to the plawntiffs as yearly rent an amount calculated 
on the rateable value of all the property within such extended areas. As the 
result of a mutual mistake the defendants only paid to the plaintiffs the amount 
calculated on the houses in such areas actually connected with and drasning into 
the plaintiffs’ drainage system. 

Held, that, the debt being ascertainable, though not properly ascertained through 
a mistake common to both parties, there must be judgment for the plaintiffs for the 
amount claimed, with interest. 

Held, farther, that, the effect of Reg. v. Leigh Rural District Council (1898, 
1 Q. B. 836) being to give the court a discretion as to granting the mandamus, 
no relief should be granted in the present case to the plaintiffs by way of 
mandamus, the effect of which would be to throw the experse on one year which 
should have been borne by another. 


Witness action. In the year 1899 and prior thereto the defendants 
were desirous of carrying out a scheme for the extension of the drainage 
area of certain parishes situate in the defendants’ district, and of connecting 
the sewcrs of the extended areas with the general drainage system of the 
plaintiffs. As a result of negotiations between the parties, three agree- 
ments were entered into for the furtherance of the defendants’ scheme 
relating to the parishes of Coulsdon, Sanderstead, and Beddington 
respectively. All these agreements were similar in effect, and provided that 
certain sewers should be constructed by the plaintiffs within the borough of 
Croydon, and by the defendants in each of the respective parishes, and 
that the defendants should connect the sewers by drains with every 
dwelling-house or other building in need of drainage and capable of such 
connection, and that the plaintiffs should receive into their general 
system of drainage the sewage matter passing down such sewers. It was 
also provided that the dsfendants should pay to the plaintiffs in return 
for such user of the sewers as yearly rent an amount calculated on the 
rateable value for the time being of all property within certain areas of the 
said parishes which should be liable to contribute to the rates for special 
expenses under the Sanitary Acts. All the sewers referred to in the 
agreements were duly constructed and connected with the plaintiffs’ general 
system of drainage, and numbers of houses in the parishes were connected 
therewith. Although under the agreements the defendants were liable to 
pay to the plaintiffs an amount calculated on the rateable value of all 
property within the parishes liable to contribute to the rates for special 
expenses, the defendants until 1905, as the result of a common 
mistake, only paid to the plaintiffs the amount calculated 
on the houses in such areas actually connected with and 
draining into the plaintiffs’ drainage system. In 1905 the mistake was 
discovered, and on the 27th of March, 1906, the defendants, without 
admitting liability, paid to the plaintiffs the sum of £1,000 in respect of 
the difference between the amount paid and the amount which ought to 
have been paid by way of yearly rent under the agreements. The sum of 
£1,000 consisted of balances belonging to the said parishes then in the 
hands of the defendants and available for special expenses. After the 
discovery of the mistake the defendants always paid the full sum due 
under the agreements in respect of yearly rent. After payment of the 
£1,000 there still remained due and owing to the plaintifts from the 
defendants the sum of £4,326 1s. 3d. The plaintiffs frequently called on 
the defendants for payment, and thereupon the defendants issued precepts 
to the overseers of the poor of the parishes of Coulsdon and Sanderstead 
respectively for special expenses for the half-year ended the 30th of 
September, 1906, including £475 in the case of Coulsdon and £75 in the 
case of Sanderstead, to meet the claim of the plaintiffs for arrears under 
the agreements. The overseers of Sandersteai refused to levy a rate 
of £75 on the ground that such a rate would be retrospective and illegal. 
The overseers of Coulsdon levied a rate for (inter alia) the sum of £475, 
but the rate was appealed against and quashed by the court of quarter 
sessions held at Kingston-on-Thames on the 6th of July, 1906, on the 
ground that the rate was retrospective and illegal. Under these circum- 
stances the plaintiffs issued the writ in the present action on the 25th of 
October, 1906, claiming judgment for £4,326 1s. 3d. and interest at 5 per 
cent., and they further claimed, as being themselves interested in the 
matter, a mandamus, commanding the defendants to issue precepts to the 
overseers of the ag’ of the three parishes respectively for the levying from 
each of them of a rate sufficient to cover such of sum of 
costs of the action as 


£4,326 1s. 3d, and the interest thereon and of 









t be due in of each of the parishes respectively. For the 
plait i hm = was no general a 
retrospective . matter depended u 
ofthe state under which the rate wae to be levied! Harvin ¥.Seln'y 
(2 H. L. Cas. 108, at p. 125). The! provision in section 230 of the Pu’ 
Health Act, 1875, that a rate levied under that section should be sub 
the same provisions as a poor rate referred only to the 
collection. There was nothing in that section to shew that a mandamus 
for the rate would be bad. Rates have been allowed to be levied retro- 
spectively in Webb v. Commissioners for Improving the Town of Herne Bay 
(L. R. 5 Q. B. 642), Reg. v. Leigh Rural District Council (1898, 1 
The debt was recoverable by mandamus if no other 


2 
& 
i 


Sak wn akan the om» pee Smith 
¢ upon an rate years : v. 
Southampton Corporation (1302, 2 K. B. 244). A retrospective rate could 
only be affirmatively authorized by statute: Saul v. Wigton Rural ; 
Authority (35 W. R. 252). The court would not issue a mandamus 

would be futile: Re Bristol and North Somerset Railway Co. (26 W. R. 
236, 3 Q. B.D. 10). The court had adiscretion as to granting a mandamus 
and this discretion ought to be exercised in favour of the 


Nevittz, J.—In this case certain sewers. were constructed by the 
Borough of Croydon, and the district council by certain ts 
entered into in 1901 agreed to make cash payments in respect of the 
construction, and to claim yearly a rate of sixpence and eightpence on the 
— — of ~ ee ead megy ny been constructed 
and the scheme of drainage being in o on, claimed 
from the council an amount colentened on the aia alle ate 
actually connected, and this method of went on for several 
years. It was discovered later that the calculation had been made ona 
wrong basis, and that there was a of about £5,000 during the 
years in question. The borough have now sued the defendants under the 
covenant for the amount due thereunder, and it is not contested that they 
are entitled to recover judgment for that amount, but the defendants say 
that they have no funds‘out of which to satisfy the amount, and yrs 
the court is asked to grant a mandamus under the Act of 1875 
calling on the council to direct the overseers of 
satisfy the judgment. Those being the facts, I have to come to a con- 
clusion on the authorities whether in this. case a 
granted. In considering the authorities one must bear in mind what was 
said in the case of Harrison v. Stickney (supra), that there was a rule of law 
which prohibited a retrospective rate. I think prior to the case of Reg. v. 
Leigh Rural District Ccuneil (supra) there is abundant au 
that with regard to poor rate it was illegal to levy a rate for debts 
prior to the rating year. To this there was an exception in a case where, 
though the legal liability might have arisen before the rating year, the 
amount of the liability was not ascertainable until the ra 
it is quite clear that the construction put on the Act was arrived at by the 
consideration of the fact that any other construction would throw on one 
set of ratepayers expenses which should be by anot! 
ratepayers. The law standing thus, Reg. v. h i 
came before the Court of Ap and I have to consider what the court 
intended to lay down, having regard to fact 
House of Lords held it to be a matter of construction 
the authorities at the time, I find some difficulty in ascertaining the precise 
bearing of the judgments in the Court of Appeal. It seems r me that 

t 
in 


: 


there are two views of the decision, and one is this, that the 
turns on the finding of the court that the debt was not 
amount until judgment had been obtained. If there be something further 
decided it must be this, that the debt in that not antecedent to 
the rating year in which it was sought mae oo to pay it because 
debt accrued at the date of — 
where judgment bad been o against 
Act the payment of the debt by the 
aa cae “Ee ae peopel leviable during the rating 
an wow a rate ly e 
year. Then it is said in such a case the court has to exercise a 
discretion —_—— b- aed should be — for the purpose se 
levying a rate in t) udgment. particular case 
court thought its discretion properly exercised 
Here I must consider whether, under the circumstances be 
to exercise the discretion by granting the mandamus, On und 
in Reg. v. Leigh Rural District Couneit (supra) there is no difficulty. The 
debt was ascertainable at the time it originally became payable, 
though not properly ascertained a common to 
t case, if it is true that 


e 


both parties. think, therefore, in 1 

under these sections a rate cannot be retrospectively, the decision 
must be st the tiffs, because, subject to judgment, it would be a 
retros ve levy. If, however, the judgment it a new debt it 
depends whether in my discretion I ought to ta mandamus, The only 
legitimate ground forexercising such itiscretion is that rates ought to be 
levied in respect of the expenses during the year, and you should 


incurred 
not throw the payment on one set of ratepayers what to have been 
borne by another set of ratepayers. Nor are the 
persons who suffered the loss arising in former years. 


; 
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my discretion what I have to consider is whether the expense is one which 

perly falls on the year in which the rate may be levied, and whether 
the effect is to throw on the rates of one year the expense with which that 
year has no connection. I have come to the conclusion that there must 
be judgment for the amount claimed under the agreements, together with 
interest, and that no relief can be given in respect of a mandamus. With 
regard to the costs I think I ought to make a strict order. So far as the 
action seeks to recover the debt I give the costs to the plaintiffs ; so far as 
the action relates to mandamus I give the costs to the defendants, one set 
of costs to be set off agaivst the other.—Counse., Warmington, K.C., and 
Cozens- Hardy ; Macmorran, K.C., and Naldrett. Soxtcrrons, Smith, Rundell, 
$ Dods, for F. C. Lloyd, Croydon; C. £. 8. Whitford. 

[Reported by Epwarp J. M. Caar.ix, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


LORD'S TRUSTEE v. GREAT EASTERN RAILWAY CO. Phillimore, J., 
and a Special Jury. 11th, 12th, and 13th Nov. 


Bankruptcy—Action sy Txvseter in Bankruptcy ror TRESPASS AND 
Uonversion oF Banxrurts Goops—Rient or Action Passinc To 
Tausree—AcGeeeMent Giving Power To Srize—Ser orr or Vest Dug 
rrom Bankrupt to Derenpants —Mvutvat Deatincs —Banxruptcy Act, 
1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), ss. 38, 44—Brtis or Sate Act, 1878 (41 
& 42 Vicr. c. 31), 8. 4. 


The defendants had seized coal on land contiguous to their railway sidings let by 
them to the bankrupt, under the terms of an agreement giving them a lien on such 
coal for carriage dues, and thereby forced the bankrupt into bankruptey. The 
trustee in the bankruptey brought an action against them for damage to the bank- 
rupt’s estate, caused by their wrongful trespass and conversion. 

Held, (1) that the agreement under which defendants seized was not a licence to 
take possession within the Bilis of Sale Acts, and did not require registration ; 
(2) that the cause of action, if any, was personal to the bank upt, and did not pass 
to the trustee ; (3) that if the plawntiff had been entitled to recover damages the 
defendants could not have set off against such damages the amount owing to them 
by the bankrupt for carriage. 

Action by the trustee in bankruptcy for damages occasioned to 
the bankrupt’s estate by trespass upon his lands and conversion of 
his goods. The bankrupt began business as a coal merchant at 
Norwich in 1902. He began by hiring some sidings from the Great 
Eastern Railway Co., and a site for an office. He spent between 
two and three hundred pounds on building an office, and it was 
agreed that he should be allowed £120 for it at the determination 
of his term. He also took from the railway company under other 
agreements thirteen spaces by the side of the railway sidings, known as 
‘* allotments,’’ and used for the purpose of stacking the coal unloaded 
from the trucks. He also agreed to pass ten thousand tons of coal a 
year over the Great Eastern Co.’s line, taking an average over 
five years. In 1903 he asked the company to give him credit for the 
charges made by them for the carriage of coal over their line, and 
upon the 19th of February, 1903, they entered into a monthly credit 

reement with him, of which the foliowing conditions are material :— 
** (3) The company to have a continual lien upon all waggons, goods, 
minerals, articles, and things hauled or conveyed on their lines, or 
which shall be at any time upon the railway or upon any ground 
allotted by or rented of the company, for all tolls, rates, charges, and 
moneys which shall be or become due or payable to the company, 
as well as in respect of the particular waggons, goods, minerals, 
articles, or things which from time to time may be so carried as 
in respect of all waggons, goods, minerals, articles, and things which 
shall at any time have been hauled or conveyed along or be upon 
the railway, or any part thereof, and the company to be at liberty 
from time to time, and in such manner as they may think fit, to sell and 
dispose of all or any of such waggons, goods, minerals, articles, and 
things in order to satisfy such lien. (4) The company reserve to 
themselves the right to close the account at any time upon giving 
one day's notice in writing of their intention so to do, whereupon 
the whole of such account shall become immediately payable. (5) The 
company's coal ledger accounts are made up monthly to the last day 
of each month, they are sent up from the London office by the 
15th of the following month, and must be paid in full before the 
26th of that month.’’ In the autumn of 1906 the bankrupt got three 
months in arrears with his payments, and it was arranged that he 
should pay off his indebtedness in certain agreed amounts, the 
first payment of £221 15s. to be made upon the 10th of October, on 
which date a cheque was due to the bankrupt from a large customer. 
The customer in question failed to send his cheque, and the bank- 
rupt was consequently unable to make the agreed payment on the 
10th of October. On the 12th of October the compony wrote and 
threatened to close the account unless they received a cheque on the 
13th of October. On the 13th of October the company’s mineral 
manager in London wired to the local manager at Norwich to tell 
the bankrupt that unless a cheaue was forthcoming delivery of coal 

would be stopped. On the 15th of October the bankrupt went up to Lon- 
don in the morning to see the mineral manager, but the latter had 
already wired to Norwich that nothing was to be allowed to leave the 
hankrupt’s yard. Consequently at 10 a.m. the gates of the yard 


were locked, nothing was allowed to go out, and the bankrupt’s business 
was stopped. The company se‘zed 378 tons of coal on the “allotments ”’ 
and all the bankrupt’s plant, such as coal trollies, horses, carts, weigh- 
ing machines, and sacks. They further seized 270 tons of coal which 





was in trucks on the railway sidings. In consequence of the seizure 
and stoppage of his business the bankrupt had to call a meeting of 
his creditors on the 18th of October, and on the 15th of November he 
filed his own petition and was adjudged bankrupt. On the 29th of 
December the company withdrew their claim to the rite ie plant, 
but maintained their claim to the coal seized. On the 12th of January, 
1907, the trustee in bankruptcy began the present action claiming 
damages for the trespass to the bankrupt’s lands whereby he was 
forced into bankruptcy, also the value of the coal seized and damages 
for detention of the plant. The defendants claimed to set off 
£1,158 due to them for carriage of coal against any damages which 
the trustee might recover. On the assumption that the company’s 
acts were not justified by law the value of the coal was agreed at 
£520 and the damages for detention of the plant at £25. Two ques- 
tions were left to the jury on the same assumption, viz.: (1) Did the 
acts of the company bring about the bankruptcy, and, if so, what 
damages? (2) If such acts did not bring about the bankruptcy, then 
what damages for trespass? The jury found £150 on the first 
question, and did not consider it necessary to answer the second 
question, but the parties agreed the damages under it at £60, 
Counsel for the trustee then argued that the acts of the company 
were not justified by law, as the agreement under which the company 
seized was ‘‘a licence to take possession’’ within section 4 of the 
Bills of Sale Act, 1878, and void for want of registration, on which 
point they sought to distinguish Spencer v. Midland Hailway Co. 
(11 T. L. R. 408). They also contended that, the defendants’ acts 
having caused damage to the bankrupt’s estate, the cause of action 
passed to the trustee, and that the damage was not too remote: 
Stanton v. Collier. (2 L. J. Q. B. 116) and Kellaway v. Bury 
(66 L. T. 599). As to the set-off claimed by the company, they 
contended that there were no mutual dealings within the meaning of 
section 38 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and relied on Courage v. O'Shea 
(1895, 1 Ch. D. 325) and Re Mid-Kent Fruit Factory (1896, 1 Ch. 
D. 567). Counsel for the defendants contended that the agreement in 
question was not within the Bills of Sale Acts: Spencer v. Midland 
Railway Co., Morris v. Delobbel Flips (1892, 2 Ch. 352); that the 
cause of action was personal to the bankrupt, and did not pass to 
the trustee: Brewer v. Drew (11 M. & W. 625), Rose v. Buckett 
(1901, 2 K. B. 449); and that if the plaintiff was entitled to any 
damages, the defendants were entitled to set off the sum owing to 
them by the bankrupt: Peat v. Jones & Co (6 Q. B D. 147) and 
Jack v. Kipping (9 QY. B. D. 113) 

PuItimore, J.—In this case the plaintiff's case depends entirely upon 
the fact that the lien or the supposed lien conferred by the ledger agree- 
ment between the railway company and the bankrupt, for whom the 
plaintiff is trustee, either gives no right, or, by reason of its purporting 
to give a right, is bad under the Bills of Sale Act. I am of opinion 
that, on this point, which goes to the root of the case, the plaintiff is 
wrong and the defendants are right. ‘The case of Spencer v. Midland 
Railway Co. (ante) does not cover this case in every respect, but it 
does cover it on several points, and the principle upon which it proceeds, 
which is like the principle of the cases under builders’ contracts, seems 
to me to go the whole length of this case. If this ledger agreement 
was a licence to seize chattels by way of security for a debt, it would 
be bad; but it proceeds on the footing that the railway company 
have already possession in some form or other, or to some degree or 
other, of the chattels which they are — to hold for their debt. 
I agree with the plaintiff that it is an unusual form of possession, and 
that, at any rate as regards certain of the articles, it is an extension 
of the doctrine of possession. Perhaps the — way of looking at it 
is that the decision in Spencer v. Midland Railway Co. shews that, 
for the purpose of meeting the Bills of Sale Act, parties may agree that 
certain physical powers of detention or circumscription shall amount 
to possession, so as to give the creditor a lien. In this case, as regards 
the trucks which were on the railway, it seems to me clear that the 
railway company could, at any moment, interfere with their bein 
touched. That covers those trucks and the coal in those trucks. Wit 
regard to the coal on the allotments and the plant which were upon 
the railway ground, it is true they must be deemed to have been on 
the railway ground with the licence of the railway company, and in 
aid of the demise by the railway company of the allotments for stacking 
coal; but, on the other hand, they are within the gates of the railwa 
company’s yard, and within the control of the railway company, whic 
can and does shut its gates at certain hours of the night and day; 
and it seems to me that, within the principle of Spencer v. Midland 
Railway Co., the railway company may be said to have possession of 
them or to be entitled to assert possession of them. With regard to 
the coal on the allotments, the case is not quite so strong. That coal 
can only be got by the introduction of waggons over the railway com- 
pany’s ground, and those waggons, eundo, morando et redewndo, would 
be liable to the railway company’s lien; and, having regard to those 
facts, and to the fact that these allotments are again within the limits 
of the defendants’ railway yard, I think the railway company may be 
said, by contract between the parties, to have had such possession 
of them as to enable them to say that they were not seizing the 
goods when they enforced their lien. Another way of putting it has 
been very well given by Mr. Scrutton for the defendants, that the 
effect of the contracts, not only the ledger contract, but the demising 
contracts, between the railway company and the bankrupt, amounts 
to this, that they are all subsidiary and ancillary to the contract for 


carriage; and for this purpose the bailment of the railway company 


is not to be deemed to be over till the coal is taken outside the railway 
yard. That being the case, I think the whole ground of this action 
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fails. ‘Three other points have been raised, which I think it would be 
useful that I should deal with, at any rate to a certain extent. By 
agreement between the parties, or by the findings of the jury, there 
are two sums certain and two alternative sums which the plaintiff 
might recover from the defendants. He might recover £520 for the 
coal seized, or a proportionate part of that sum if he could -~ recover 
in respect of the coal on the allotments or the coal in trucks. e might 
recover £25 for the temporary detention of the plant seized, and he 
might recover £150 because of the fact of the bankrupt being driven 
into bankruptcy, or, alternatively, £50 for damages for the trespass 
on the bankrupt’s land. Now, with regard to the £520 and the £25, 
subject to the possible division of the £520, they stand upon one 
ground, and the answer to them is one only—namely, that the contract 
of lien is good, and that the railway company can justify the seizure 
because of the lien for the debt to them. If that ground fails, the 
next answers do not apply. With regard to the £150, I have to 
consider whether the c!aim is not too remote; and with regard to the 
£150 and possibly the £50 I have also to consider whether it is a 
claim which would accrue to the trustee. Now, I do not propose to 
decide whether the claim for the £150 is too remote or not. I do 
not think it is contended that the £50 is too remote. But I do not 
propose to decide whether the claim for the £150 is too remote or not, 
for this reason. In my opinion, if it is not too remote, it is a claim 
which the bankrupt and the bankrupt only can avail himself of. If 
it is good, it is a claim personal to the bankrupt, that is to say, it is 
a claim for personal injury to the bankrupt. It was put before the 
jury as a case in which damages might be given by reason of the high- 
handed conduct of the railway company. But if it is anything, it 
is vindictive damages within the meaning of Collins, L.J.’s, judg- 
ment in Rose v. Buckett (1901, 2 K. B. 449). They are not Be 
compensation tor damage to land or goods, but something more, and, 
so far as they are more, they are of the character of vindictive damages 
in the legal sense, and, therefore, they remain in the bankrupt and 
do not pass to his trustee in bankruptcy. U the whole, I am of 
opinion that the same answer applies to the claim for the £50. It is 
a claim for the temporary trespass to the goods of the bankrupt in 
the sense that the bankrupt was for the time deprived of the tem- 
porary use of them, and, as explained in the cases, it is an extension 
of the doctrine of trespass to the person, and the damages so ascertained 
(remembering always that separate sums have been granted for the 
actual detention of the plant and for the conversion of the coal) must 
be taken to be merely damages for the temporary deprival of the bank- 
rupt’s use of his own chattels. As I have said in the course of the 
case, there is no claim here of detinue; it is a claim either for conver- 
sion or for temporary detention of the goods. So far as it is a claim 
for conversion it is met by the findings in respect of the £520 and the 
£25, and the only thing which remains is the personal annoyance and 
discomfort and injury which the bankrupt suffered by reason of being 
kept out of the use and enjoyment of his goods. Therefore, I am of 
opinion, as regards the £50 as well as the £150, the cause of action, 
if any, would remain with the bankrupt and not accrue to the trustee. 
The last point raised by the defendants is that, even supposing the 
plaintiff could recover, they have a right of set-off which is a 
defence to the plaintiff's claim. In this respect I think the defendants 
are wrong. It is not, strictly speaking, a set-off, and I do not think 
that this case is one of mutual credit or mutual dealings within 
section 38 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. I think here the claim of 
the plaintiff, if it was a good one, arose from the detention cf the 
bankrupt’s goods. The claim of the defendants arose before the deten- 
tion of the bankrupt’s goods for carriage of these goods and many other 
survived to the bankrupt and not accrued to the trustee—I think that the 
claim of the defendants is anterior in time to the claim of the plaintiff, 
and does not arise out of the same transaction, though to a certain 
extent, and a certain extent only, they are connected with the same 
goods. ‘Therefore I think that that defence would not have availed the 
defendants. But on the two grounds—first, that the ledger agreement 
is good and not bad under the Bills of Sale Act, and is available as a 
justification of the defendants’ action; and, secondly, as regards the 
claim for £150 and £50, that the cause of action, if any, would have 
survived to the bankrupt and not accrued to the trustee—I think that the 
defendants are entitled to have the verdict entered for them and judg- 
ment given for them, with costs. Verdict and judgment for defendants. 
—CounsEL, Reed, K.C., and Frank Mellor; Scrutton, K.C., and F. H. 
Coller. Soxicrrors, T'arry, Sherlock, & King, for E. PB. Blyth, Nor- 
wich; B. Moore. 


[Reported by P. M. Fraycxe, Barrister-at-Liw ]} 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
LESLIE v. LESLIE. Bargrave Deane, J. 18th Nov.; 2nd Dec. 


Drvorce—Restirution Surr—Juprcrat SerParnaTion—Peririoner 1x Prison 
—PerManent ALrmony. 

A petition for judicial separation on the ground of statutory desertion ex'in- 
guishes an order fur permanent alimony made in @ previous restitution suit. A 
petitioner serving a sentence of penal servitude is not to be permanent 
alimony until immediately pri-r to or on release. 

Kelly v. Kelly (11 W. R. 958, 4 Sw. $ T. 227) distinguished. 


Appeal from Mr. Registrar Inderwick refusing to proceed with an 





inquiry as to the means of the parties and to allot to the appellant 
pon sun as .a- The facts suficiently appear in the 
judgment of Bargrave Deane, ' the ment the following 
cases were cited : Eee S 

v. George (11 W. R. 112, 1 
Con. Rep. . was 

the 2nd of December a reserved judgment was delivered by 
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had been adjourned cham into court. It that the 
appellant on i ee 1906, a Sie a adeaien 
of conjugal rights, and on the 4th of February, 1907, obtained a decree. In 
that suit she presented a on chaeay se ates © ae 


Matrimonial Causes Act, 1 
order for an allowance of £330 a year. On the 
was filed asking for a judicial separation on the ground 
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had not complied with the decree for the restitution of conjugal rights. 
On the 0th of Masch the. appelant Shuts gunies St Soares 
lite, and by consent an order was made g the same sum as in the 


restitution suit. On the 10th of June she obtained a 
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parties were ordered to attend for examination 
on the 26th of July the appellant was sentencedto 
for false pretences, which she is — at the 
the Registrar refuted to proceed with the inquiry 
was in prison. Oo for the appellant con 
order for £330 a year under the decree in the 
existing ; secondly, that if it was not still existing, then 
an order for permanent a the 
in prison. As the 

opinion that the was not 
a petition for a judicial 

is put an end to, and she comes under the of the 
and can no longer take advantage of the 1884 Act. The 
v. Theobald (15 P. D. 26), not cited 
point. On p. 28 Butt J., said: ‘‘I the is 

of two courses. She may, if she chooses, institute a suit 
separation, in which case she would 
unsecured ; or she may rest content her B cape for 


conjugal hts and to the court for 

contemplated by the and have that allowance 
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, and if an order was made a sum was fixed 
which would keep the woman in such a position as she was at the time. 
In the present case the t was in prison, and had all the necessary 
food and clothes for her at the expense of the State. In the case 


of Kelly v. Kelly (supra) the woman had only been sentenced to six monthe’ 
imprisonment, and the report did not shew how long she had served at the 
time the application ng gn pet ene If an order was 
made in the t case the money 
benefit when she came out, which was not the object of alimony. It 
was not yet timo fer she hushand to be gut-todhe capence of on Seastiy, 
although the time might come when it wo to t 
question. The present lication pom me thy Speier yarond 5m 
to the appellant’s release le Seeman Se Sages be 
dismissed, and the a costa reserved. to ss 
granted.—Counsz., Barnard, K.C., and 8. Lambert; Lush, K.C., and 
G, Wallace, Sorscrrors, Colyer $ Colyer ; Turner § Sons. 

(Reported by Dicpy Corzs-Paszepy, Barrister-at-Law. | 








Societies. 


United Law Society. 


Nov. 25.—Mr. W. A. Jolly moved : “‘ That the case of Lacons v. Wormall 
(1907, 2 K. B. 350) was wrongly decided.” Mr. F. H. Dalston 
opposed the motion. Messrs. Dobson, Chorlton vo. Tebbutt, Bone, 
and Weigall took part in the debate. After Mr. 

motion, on being put to the meeting, was lost by 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupzwrs’ Desarrne Socrery.—Nov. 26.—Chairman, Mr. P. B. 

Henderson.— The su for debate wes: “That the case of Lacons v. 

Wormall (1907, 2 K. B. 350) 
in the affirmati 
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“ That the introduction of a system of proportional representation for 
Parliamentary and Municipal Elections is desirable in the best interests of 
the country.” Mr. J. Fischer Williams (Hon. Treasurer, Proportional 
Representation Society) opened in the affirmative, Mr. C. P. Blackwell 
seconded in the affirmative. The following members continued the debate : 
Messrs. Blanco- White, Pleadwell, Wales, Henderson, Hands, and Krauss. 
The motion was carried by three votes. 


Brruincnam Law Stvupents’ Socrery.—Dec. 3.—Mr. R. A. Willes in 
the chair.—The following moot point was discussed: ‘‘ Sloper buys a 
quantity of ‘Buster Al’ Tyres from the Lapland Rubber Co. and 
signs an agreement ‘not to sell the company's “ Buster Al’’ Tyres at 
prices below those scheduled in this agreement.’ Sloper has a fire at his 
shop and the goods are damaged. The ineuranceicompany, in the exercise 
of a discretionary clause in their policy, elect to take the tyres and pay 
their cost price for them. They subsequently re-sell them to Sloper at a 
low figure, and he puts them onthe market as ‘damaged Buster Al’ 
Tyres at prices below those scheduled in his agreement. The Lapland 
Rubber Co. sue Sloper on his agreement. Will they succeed?” 
The speakers in the affirmative were Messrs. T. H. Bethell, G. A. Baker, 
M. I. Clutterbuck, H. Birkett-Barker, F. B. Darling; and in the negative 
Messrs. T. R. Owens, E. H. Clutterbuck. After the chairman had 
summed up, he put the question to the meeting, and the voting resulted as 
follows: For the affirmative, 8; for the negative, 5. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. R. M. Wetsrorp, of the firm of Biddle, Thorne, Welsford, & 
Sidgwick, of 22, Aldermanbury, London, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner to Take Affidavits, etc., in Matters pending in the Supreme 
Court of Newfoundland, and Affidavits and PF cme +. Saalheord in Proof 
of Deeds or Documents for Registration in Newfoundland. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Lovis Epwarp Fawcvus, Caries Epwarp WALKER OGILVIE, and 
Wituiam Rew.anpd Fisuer, solicitors (Andrews, Fawcus, Ogilvie, & 
Fisher), 18, Essex-street, Strand, London. Sept. 50. The said business 
will continue to be carried on in co-partnership by Charles Edward 
Ogilvie and William Rowland Fisher, under the same style of Andrews, 
Fawcus, Ogilvie, & Fisher. [Gazette, Nov. 9. 





General. 


Tuesday next, the 10th, and the 16th and 17th insts., have been fixed 
for the next sittings of the Railway and Canal Commission Court. 


The period for depositing at the House of Commons plans relating 
to private Bills to be promoted in Parliament in the Session 1908 ex. 
ired on Saturday night. By that time, says the 7'imes, plans had 

m received in reference to 133 Bills, divided as follows :—Railways, 
14; tramways, 8: provisional orders, 65; miscellaneous, 46. Last 
year there were plans for 18 railway Bills, 9 tramway Bills, 43 mis- 
cellaneous Bills, and 88 provisional orders, making a total of 158. 

At a meeting of the Birmingham City Council on Tuesday, says the 
Times, a letter was read from the Town Clerk, Mr. E. Orford Smith, 
formally resigning his position in consequence of ill-health. The resig- 
nation was accepted with regret, and a resolution was passed recording 
high appreciation of the ability, fidelity, and courtesy with which Mr. 
Smith Mad discharged the duties of his office. It was decided to ad- 
vertise for a successor, and the salary was fixed at £2,000. Mr. Smith, 
who was appointed in 1881, retires on a pension of £1,200. 

Lord Lindley became last week seventy-nine years of age, says the 
Evening Standard. For upwards of fifty years he has te a per- 
sonality in legal circles. e was called to the bar of the Middle 
Temple seven and fifty years ago, and as a Lord Justice of Appeal 
and Master of the Rolls received a life peerage seven years ago. 
During the nineteen years he sat as Sir Nathaniel Lindley in the Court 
of Appeal he enjoyed a reputation for legal learning which few judges 
have equalled and none have surpassed. His judgments pos- 
sessed the rare merit of being as lucid as they were literary in form 
and expression. 


The marriage of the Lord Chancellor to Miss Violet Elizabeth Hicks- 
Beach, eldest daughter of Mr. W. F. Hicks-Beach, of Witcombe Park, 
Gloucestershire, took place, says the J'imes, on Tuesday afternoon at 
the Chapel of St. Stephen, Westminster Hall, in the presence of rela- 
tions and of a few personal friends. It is believed to be the first 
time that a Lord Chancellor has been married during his term of 
office, and it is the first ceremony of the kind that has ever been per- 
formed in the chapel, which was. renovated for the occasion by the 
Office of Works, and was lighted by electric light. The officiating 
clergy were the Bishop of London (in place of the Archbishop of Can- 
terbury, who is indisposed), assisted by the Archdeacon of Westmin- 
ster Canon Henson, rector of St. Margaret’s, Westminster. The 
presents included : From the Justices of the Supreme Court, a set of nine 
silver Elizabethan bowls; from the Benchers of the Inner Temple, a 
silver tray; and from the judicial members of the House of Lords, a 
silver inkstand and candlesticks, 








The Home Secretary, speaking at the annual dinner of the London 
magistrates, on Tuesday evening, says the Daily Mail, said the desire 
of the Government was to substitute reformatory methods for those 
which were merely penal in the treatment of young offenders. With 
this idea they were to promote a Children’s Bill next session. Their 
hope was to wean the young offender by the force of example from 
any possibility of crime. If the hardened criminal showed that he 
intended to persist in crime, there was only one remedy. After he 
had served his term under the law, detain him under some modified 
system, make him work, and prevent him being a danger to the com- 
munity. He (Mr. Gladstone) hoped to bring in a Bill dealing with the 
subject next session. 


Rumour credits the Lord Chancellor, says a writer in the Globe, with 
the intention of attempting a reform of the circuit system. He will 
have no difficulty, whenever he takes the case in hand, in proving that 
a large proportion of the cases tried at assizes do not require the high 
order of judicial power which is at present expended upon them, A 
prisoner was recently sentenced at the Hertford Assizes for stealing 
a pair of lady’s shoes and a pair of shoe trees, of the combined value 
of 10s. Attempting to obtain 1s. 6d. by false pretences was the 
offence for which a prisoner was tried at the Warwickshire Assizes 
the other day. At the Derbyshire Assizes a man was convicted of 
damaging a plate-glass window. Such cases seem scarcely worthy of 
the highly-paid services of a High Court judge. 

Lord Macnaghten, who, with the exception of Mr. Justice Grantham, 
is the oldest ocoupant of the bench, continues, says a writer in the 
Globe, to impart a touch of gaiety to the judicial work of the House 
of Lords. A decision of the Court of Appeal, in a revenue case, was 
reversed by the Law Lords the other day, and this is how Lord Mac- 
— began his judgment: “This case seems to me to be very plain 
and very simple. But I must express my opinion with diffidence, be- 
cause I find that the view which I venture to think so plain and so 
simple has been described by one of the learned Lords Justices, in a 
most elaborate judgment, as based on premisses which are absurd and 
ridiculous.’’ Judges of first instance, whose decisions fare badly in the 
Court of Appeal not infrequently are comforted by the treatment which 
the judgments of the Lords Justices receive in the House of Lords. 


The figures which the Judicial Adviser of the Egyptian Government 
gives in his last report as to the detention of untried prisoners may, 
says the Journal of the Society of Comparative Legislation, be recom- 
mended to the arttention of those who are responsible for our circuit 
system. It is needless to say that the difficulty of obtaining evidence 
in criminal cases is much greater in Egypt than in England or in most 
European countries. But this difficulty is surmounted. Before the 
establishment of Assize Courts in Egypt, the average period between 
the commission of the crime and the sentence was 250 days. In 1905 
it had fallen to seventy-one days; in 1906 it was only sixty days. “As 
far as rapidity of procedure is concerned,’’ remarks the Judicial Ad- 
viser with just pride, ‘‘Egypt, with an average of two months for in- 
quiry and fina] judgment in all cases of crime, is in advance of man 
European countries.’’ He adds this interesting note: ‘Last summer 
was in seven continental capitals, viz.: Lisbon, Madrid, Paris, Chris- 
tiania, Stockholm, Copenhagen, and Berlin. In each place I made in- 
quiries as to the average time required in practice for finally disposing 
of a case of crime. I found that the average of these seven countries 
worked out at between three and four months,”’ 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Recisraars in ATTENDANCE OW 
Emencercy Aprzat Covrr Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rota. No. 2. 


Kexewiog. Joron. 
9 Mr. Beal Mr, Synge Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Theed 
i Bloxam Borrer Leach 
8 Goldschmidt § Theed 
Church ; Borrer Leach 
— Goldschmidt § Theed 
King Borrer Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Swivvew Eapy. Wanraineror. Nxgvitye. ABKER. 


: Mr. King Mr. Church Mr. Carrington Mr, Bloxam 
King Church Carringto: Leach 
King Church Bel on Borrer 
Farmer Beal Goldschmidt 








The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale. 
Revensions, Lire Pouicy, Lire Inrerest, axp Moves. 


Messrs. H, E. Foster & Cranrrecp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. ont, at the 
Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C.. on Thursday last, when the following Lots were at the 
prices named, the total amount realized belng £17,610. 


ABSOLUTE R&VERSIONS : £ 
To £1,000 inh Adit *esakl . selad? Mean? ager” Fb * tee .. Bold 320 
I a er et wea Ee a a er 150 
To £1,166 ee ink eek Cale. gee, chdllh 2 “Wb, aie 335 

LIFE INTEREST in £45 peramnum.. ... .... sos ves weep 400 

ABSOLUTE INTEREST in One-third of £57,000.  ... ... .. . 14,500 

ORME, CREE ces cease 

MINING PROPERTIES at Mariquita, Colombia, 8. America eae 700 


Dec. 7, 1907. 
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Winding-up. Notices. 
London Gasette—Faivat, Nov, 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep m Cmaxomry. 
Or Co, Laurrep (1m Liquipation) — Creditors are , on or before Dec 23, 
sien eo. and tha Barnes ota due oan 
f 
aie Fiovr Process (1996), Linrrep -Petn aeremntinpan Nov 29, directed 


present-d 
be heard Dec 10. Bristows & & Oo, Copthall blige sclore far Notice of 
= phe Layee et ye the afternoon of 


°9 
anti Gotp Taustr, Liwrrep (nm a ee are required, on or before 
anil, to po penne oP addrewes, and the particulars of their aebts or claims, 
to Grosvenor George Walker, 19, 8t Swithin's In 

iene Soxocram Co, Liwrap— Petn for up, presented Nov 23, directed > be 

heard Dec 10. Chinner, G t Pulteney st. ‘olor for \petner. Notice of 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Dec 
D’Essssy Hocsr, Linrreo—Peta for winding up, Nov 27, directed to be heard 
enchurch st, solor for por ba Notice of must reach the 


Dec 10. styer, F 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Dee 

Bast Fixcatt Gop Mines, Linirep. of 1904 -Creditors are aaah ene or before Dec 28, 
to send their names and addres-es, and the Largo ot their debts or claims, to 
Wil jam Fenton Pogh, 8 and 5, Queen st, Blair & Girling, Wool Exchange, 
solors to lquidator 
Fors+s, Ansert, & Lewxanp. Lix:tep (Old Company)— Creditors are required, on or 
before Dec 20 te rend in thrir names and ulars of their debte and 


claims, to Alexander Alfmd Yeatman, 2. Coleman st. ‘is notice does not apply to 
Forbes Abbow, & Lennar‘, Limited (new Company) in 
Gas axp Wate Works SUPPLIES ap Coxstauotion Co, Liurrep—Peta for 


, LIMITED up, 
ted Nov 27, directed to be heard Dec 10. Mills & Co, Queen Victoria for 
ettle & Co, Wolverhampton, solors for petners. Notice of must reach the 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Dec 9 
J. 3 — so. Liurrep - Creditors are required, on or before Dee 14, to send their 
nemes and eddres-es, and the particulars of ee oe Robert Southworth 
Daweon, Charles st, Bradford. Watson & Co, Bradford, solors uidator 
Psquewt Exptoration, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on hee ‘an 1, to send their 
names acd addresses, and the ener yg of their debts or or laine, to “George Side 
borhan, 8. Clement's House, Clement's in. Johnson & Co, King’s » solor 
for liquidator 
pusmroneselt Marearats, Liwirep—Petn for up, presented Nov 27, cy ~ 
tae May & Co, Suffolk House, pp ee Poun’ solors f 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the a not iater than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of Dec 9 


Banta Rosa Rupsen anp Prospectixe Sywprcate, Liurrep- Creditors are required, on 
or before Dec 13, to send their names and address, and a of their debts 
or claims, to Patrick Gow, 34, Clement's lo, Lombard st, 

— vroracr (Exposives) Co, Liurrep 1x Votuntary Liquipatios)—Creditors are 

1, on or before Jun 10, to send thetr names and and the particulars of 
their de bts or claims, to Joseph Leo Ruth, 1¢, Austin Friars 

Tavscort & Sox, Lautrap—Cr-ditors are required, on or before Jan P to send their 
names and addres-es, and the particulars of their debts or Race gh oe Dudbridge. 
Lansdown, Stroud, Gloucester Winoterbotham & Sons, Stre for liquitator 

Usiversat Proviper. Lintep-Petn for winding up, om Nor’ 27, directed to be 
heard Dee 10. Carter, Chancery In, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Dec 

Vexpoue Synxpicate, Liwtrep- Creditors are uired, on or before Dec 14, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of aebts or claims, to George Thomson, 

66, London wall, liquidator 
Watuen’ . y nm oo Marker Syepicate, Linrrep—Creditors > uired, on or before 
18, to send their names and andresws, and the debts or claims, 
to Roland Robert Callingham, 34, Clement's In, Lom st, Taldator 


London Gasette,—Turspayr, Dec. 3. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep m Caasozry. 


A. Taytor & Sox, Liurrep—Peta for winding w OF erg y= Nov 19, directed to be 
heard ‘at the Court House, Government bidgs, vitae st, Liverpool, on Dec.13, at 10. 
Smith & Son, Liverpool, solore for petrer; London agents, jacques & Co, ‘Ely pi. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afvernoon 


of Dec 12 

Avstravian Commonweattn Trust, Liurrep - Creditors are required, on or before Jan 20, 
te send their names and addresses, and the culars of thet. debts or claims, to Allan 
G. Batholomew, 695, Salisbury house. Bira beck & pe av, solors to liquidator 
ConsouipatRD Derr "Leaps, Launrep — Creditors on or before Jan 90, to 
seod thetr Dames and addresses, and the wv rohan of t their debte or claims, to Ernest 

2, Copthaliay. Birkbec & Co, av, sol..rs to bquidator 

Dover Cuvron Scnoois Co, Liurrap — Creditors are requved, on or before Dec at 
té send their names and cut addccanen, ont thin pastioctenn of Unete Gaba debts or claims,to Rey 
Canon Henry Bartram, 2, Castle st Dover. 5 Elwin, Dover, solors to ee 

Haweans Doren axup Movurr oa, = 1rgep—Creditors are — 
befure Jan 17, two send their names and addresses, and tho pestiations of ~~ *- 4-4 

to Frederic Peel Baxter, 13, Sise In, Queen Victoria st. Elkin & Henriques, 

Salters’ ball ct, svlors for liquidator 

Kaxovent Oxrrep Goip Mixixe Co, Liurrep (or Ligurpation) - Creditors come. ~ 
or before Jan 14, to send their names and ad addresses and t es 
Claims, to Charles Samuel Beale, 72, Bishopsgate st Wi Bura & Berridge Old 
Brood st, solors for liquidator 

Kisexworta Coat, Fiaectay, axp Baicx Co, Logrep (1s Voturtary Soqueame® 
—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 9, to ‘send their names and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, to Gorge William Roberts, 6, Moorgate st, Rother- 


liquidator 
Lasuspeses’ 's Mysorr Coxcesstoxs, Leigh Creditors are aed. me on or before Dec 21, 
to send their names and addresses, and the debts or claims, to 
Frederick William Cruttenden, 2, Gt Winchester t. liquidator 
Nova Scorta CouiieRtes. Lamitep (18 Liqurpatiow) —Creditors are required, on 
ng 17, to send their names an d adoresses, and the particulars of pany = bap wma 
to David Lindo Henry, Fiasbury House, Blomfield st. Norman, Walbrook, solor for 


Pe@wix Menruye Coat Co, iameen aw Vowonrary ovnae Ceo see 
required, ’ in their claims to John &. Matthews and Antoine 
Vonk, Royal Stuart bidge, James st, Cardiff, liquidators 

Poxtixc Baoruers. Lim:tep Creditors are pews. on or before Jan 17, to send their 

addresses, and the debts or to Osmond 


Dames and particulars of claims, 
Miles 28, King st, Cheapside. Biddle & Co, Aldermanbury, solors for liquidator 








Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasetie,—Tussvay, Nov. 26. 


ae aR Dee eae Dee 31 Fasune y. Aesten,.Pacben,,d 
Lior, Wis uiex, Ruthie, Solicit r Dec 31 Kain Brown & Co v Roberts, Kekewich, 3 


Semonase. sa Baten, Lite 7 Little Thora pay a me Pron 4g Lancs Deo 2t 


——— ‘Fasette.—Fatpar, Nov 29. 
Feawxurx, Jons Veasry, Brighton Dec31 Sadler v Franklin, Parker, J te: 
Caliey, Austin Friars = 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram, 
London Gasatts.—Faipay, Nov. 22. 
Arwrrace, Ex:zazetn, Flanshaw, wees Dec _ Leatham & Co, Wakefield 
Beater, Wiruax, Southend on Sea on Sea 


Bavuswine, Hesry Cauicort, Stock noone Parson & Co, Lime st 
Caszy, Jaucs, ‘ham, Northumberland tar WSS kJ 4b cot, Neweastle 


Cuappe, Exiza Mary, St Leonards on Sea “Dec 18 Blount & Co, Albemarie st 
Caatwix, Juuivs ALrarp, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Architect Dec 2 Gem & Co, 


ingham 
Cu id B Staffs Deo ld 3 at 
Coot, Guantae Houen.owne, West Malvern, Worsestar Lee’) Besusbumap & Geilscon, 
am Cuaates Wituam Lez, Khartum, Sudan, Jan 31 Macnish, Brisbane 
Date, “tue, Birmingham Dec3i A & W a Green, 


Du Croz, Marcarer Eart Grinstead Dec 20 Iliffe & o, row 
Dyesa, Sir ['nomas ~wiexeeton, Cadogan pl, Ch-Lea Dec 31 Stileman & Neate, South- 


Rowanns Dr Ginato Dorvis; Aswouas, Rgypt Jan 2 Atkey & Co, Yackville st, Picons 
Buse, Roser, Walworth rd, Leather Merchant Dec 30 Laundy & Co, Bedford st, 
1 Hewny, Leicester, Glove Manufacturer Dec 31 Stevenson & Son, 
Sean pecan beats Rout Doce Halles & Co, Ashf ee a 

Witttam Heway, Stoke upon Trent, Porcelain Manafacturer Dec24 Holtom, 
Gaayorn, Cateeren, weath Allington, Bridport, Dorset Dec 24 Nantes & Maunsell, 
Gavusrre, Josetu, Kiogson upon Hall Jeni frost & Dawson, Hall 
—— see Coarss, ea Innkeeper Dec 3i Pickstone & Jones, 
Hares, Bewry, Hove, Sussex Dee 31 Bane 8 tee, ee 


Hareisox, Taomas, Sheffield, Bank Sheffield 
Hearrace, Exiza, lenhead Dec3i Nisbet & Co, Linovln’s inn fields 
Bournemouth Dec 31 & Debenhams, Claremont aq, 


Hutt, Jayz, Borcom 
P-ntonville 
Hopexixson Evizapeta, Mansfield, Notts Ley tap. Alonck, << 

Horeraut, Ruts, Lindl y, Huddersfield Dec 3t Jubb & Co, Bali 


Hueues, Grorat, Liverpool Jan 19 Jones Rece, Liverpool 
& Liverpool 
~ Deoat Bridges & Co, Red Lion sq 


Hvonss, Savve., 

Hustier, Janes Oevencvx, 

Jonrs, Francis Henxay, Old Colw+n, Denbigh Jaa 3 Jotnson & son, Liverpool 

Kay, Josep. ar Sheffield, Scythe Grinder Jan 22 Ryalls & Son, Sheffield 


Lanoasran, Joum, , Farmer Deo 23 

Lavy, Jone Mocieser. Sumner pi, South Kensington, Barrister at Law Dec 20 Iliffe 
10W 

Loverixa, ye St Austell, Cornwall Dec2i Carlyon & Mochens, | Austell, Cornwall 

Louagp, 8a-ae Manta, Leadenbam, Lincs Dec 20 Becher Bedford 

Massvarp. Jons Saucer, heise pra Gas Dee 81 "Jubb & Co, Halifax 

Masox, Bexsamuin, Hart's Hill, Deo ‘yo Dadley 


& ’ 
Mitireas, Bur_y Cavo.iye, South Eaton Jani Lowe & 
Mistor, Buna, Seymour rd, 23 Boulton & Co, a aq 
Moorcaorr, Taomas, Milwich, Sta Dec 30 Wilkins, U:toxeter 


Mont, Witiian, Stanley cres, Notting Hil Dee 31 Saltwell & Vo, Stone bldgs, Lincoln’s 


Pirxmearton, James, Leicester Dec 4 Hall & Son, Bolton 
Powe.y, Taomas Caances, Lambeth De c28  — & 1, ‘Free, Worcester 6q 


Parrcuarp, Tsou 
Ripvick, Wivttam, usholme, pondee oe Deo 25 Preven {e Gita , Manchester 
Banat Soar Rca taht eS Huet reat’ ln 

oni NsON, JOBN, c 
Rosr, Sauvet, ihiogton, Mander Dec 19 — Ss 
Satuon, Rosset Gaeen, St Osyth, Essex, 
Sazivon Mary. Sheffield Dec 23 Walows & Go, Shefield 
™, James, York Dec3i Shaftoe, Vork 
ae, Wicmensina Magta Ciementi, Comeragh ri, West Kensington Dec 31 Soames 


& Co, No: folk st, Strand 
Spexpvove, Jossra, Embroidery Jani8 Cox, "oy 
pl 

Geese 


Manufacturer 
Tarts, Roseet Matraew, Fareham, ey zeane Dec a 
otuttaford, 8t 
i 30 Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 


Tomson, Anw Depusan. " Bed’ Surrey 

Trmyect Coates Hever, W 

eo —} Axx, tast India .d, oplar Dec 18 snow & Co, Gt St Thomas Apostle, 
ueen 

Voatey, Wittiam Samce., Woburn sq, Bloomsbury Jan 31 Holmes & Co, Clement’sin, 


Wess, Jaxz Boss, Oaloec, Wilts Dec25 Spackman, Calne, Wilts 
London Gasette,—Tuxspar, Nov. 26. 


fvewe, Wrsecau, Apnteel, Seis Dec 31 Forbes & Son, Mark In 
Basxes, James, Southport Lec19 Tyrer & Fietcher, 8t Helens 
Bunce, Tuomas, #, Mario Dealer Deo 21 Edelson & 





"Fon, Bechet eter, Merdbant Deo 31 Na ahekesa 


— Many Axx, Liverpool Dec 14 Russell & Russell, Bolton 
non Grona Bcheon tie ec 14 Russell & Bolton 
2, Baran, Dec 21 James, 


on ~ aay Wis1am Aersur, gm ge Dec 30 
Coon @ Gsorar Bowen Pues, Morcen, Mi ~ham Jani Blunt & Co, Gresham st 
Davigs, "Soun ie jun, Chester ‘i Gan eee 
A 3 
ALY Birmingham Deo 





Down, U Handsworth Dec23 Wiilisms & Son, 

Peary, Maniax, Birkenhead, (h-ster Dec 3i Priest & sons, 

Po 2. Southend on Sea, Corn Merchant Dec 24 Toihurst & Co, Jouthend on Sea 
Gru, Pauw Sh-ffield, Dec 31 Busgshawe & Co, Shefiield 











Darnall, & 
Maszy J. Weston super Mare Dec Nantes & Mauneell, Dorset 
Baan Anatase Feltaten it Gaaekelr Dee Bt Coote ho: 
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Hanats, Axwre Louisa, Soutt port Dec 23 Botteley & Shirp, Birmingham 

Haatuer, auice, Exmouth Jan8 Pyke & Co, Lincoln's ina fields 

Haavey, Ricwarp, Bredbury, nr Stockport, Greengrocer Nov 3) Smith & Son, Hyde 

Haaver. Rev Tamas, Gounslow D-c3l Hoar & So, Maidstone 

Hiexts, Kara, Em<w rth,Hacts Dec 24 Edgo mbes & ''0, Southsea 

Howaan. Reseoca. Skarton, Lancs Dec 23 Hall & C> Lancaster 

Howaep, Witutam, kertun. Lincs, Genersl Dealer Des 28 Hall & Co, Lancaster 

Jouxetone, Evizaneta Mary, Fawcett st, R-dcliff2 gdas Dee 31 Fooks & Co, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Jowes. Wicriam, Overton, Flint Dec 23 Morris & Co, Wrexham 

Keswepy, Mary Evizasern, Rydal, Westmorland Dee 23 Hall & Co, Lancaster 

Kiexaip, Anse, Newcastle upon Tyae, Carter Dec 21 Bramwell & Bell, Newcastle 
upon [Tyne 

Kuronrt, “rizapeta Saran. Shipto 

Lance, te Atraep, Westbury gdn-, Ealing, Architect Dec 20 Stilgoes, Essex st, 
Stra 


McVeicn, ALEXAxveER, Poole, Dorset, Master Mariner Dec 31 Dickinson & Co, Poole 
Mavorey, Asse Exiza, Albury st, Deptford Dec 81 Sugden & Harford, Ironmonger In, 


ie 
Maypaut, Epwarp, Stockton on Tees, Merchant Dec 3t Newby & Co, ~ pa on Tees 
Mitwe, Apranam, Milnrow, nr Rochdale, Farmer Dec 31 Roberts, Rochdale 
Noone, Ferpeaick Josera, Leigh on Sea, Essex Dee 24 Tolburst & Co, Southend on Sea 
Ruopgs, Emity, ‘Tunbridge Wells Jani Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 
BRosertsox, James, Chesterford gins, Hampsteail Jan1 Miles & Co. King st, Cheapside 
Rostnson, Joux, Wennington, Lincs, farmer Dec 23 Hall & Co, Lancaster 
Roy se. Joux, Pe Barr. Staffs Dec 2t Russell & Son, Lichfield 
Srencer, Hanay Hamumonp, Teignmouth, Devon Jan 17 Hepburn & Co, Bird in Hand 


eaptide 
ee * pene Southborough, Kent, Omnibus Proprietor Dec 24 Buss, Tunbridge 


Rutrow, Artava, Harpur st Dec3i Hale, Theobald's rd 

Vewances, Awne, Fordingbridge, Hants Dec 30 Gribble & Co, Bedford row 

Wacxer, Bessamiy, Southport, Lancs Deo 14 Browa & Co, Southport 

Watrens, Josern, Kegworth, Leicester Dec 11 Rothera & dons, Nottingham 

Wattras, Mary Avy, Birkenhead Dec16 Lamb & Co, Birkenhead 

Wess-Bowen, Tamas Ince, Haverfordwest, Chief Vonstable of Pembroke Dec 14 
Price & Son, Haverfordwest 

Wiis Jonw Hewry, Helston, Cornwall, Miner Dec18 Thomas, Helston 

Woopavrr. Axx, Heaton Moor. Lancs Dec 20 Stott, Manchester 

Worry, Groraiaxa Sopata, Hastings Dec 16 Shoosmith & Sons, Northampton 


London Gasette.—Fatpay, Nov. 29. 


Asnrorp, Josrrn, Kingston upon Hull, Humber Pilot Jan1 Laverack & Co, Hull 
sone - Col Gerona, Kim Park gdns, South Kensington Dec3i Cree & Son, Gray's 


Decseen, _ a Winslow, Bucks Jan10 Morris & Bristow, Bedford row 

Caveat, Laxorvor Perc 2 Sherwood, Notts Dec31 Cree & Son, Gray’s ina sq 
Coreman, Emma, Leicester Dec 27 Burgess, Leicester 

Conserving, THomas, Cheltenbam Dec27 Cooper & Sons, Manchester 

Cresswet, Cornet Haywarp Hunt, Taunton, Somerset Dec 31 Kite & Co, Taunton 
aan een Dattox, Billinghurst, Sussex, Veterinary Surgeon Jani4 Browne & Co, 


—— 
Daguixetox, Puorse, Ash, nr Whitchurch, Salop Jan 23 Mogford, Birmingham 





| Dicxsow, Ex1za Aww, Calabria rd, Highbury Dec30 Norris & Martid, ik, Devensiivens 
| Duepate, Jony, G , Dalston, Cumberland. De: 21 8S & H s Cartmell, Cariisie 
Dyue.t, AvBeet Gitmors, Bedfuri Dee 2i Jones & Yon, Cardiff 

Evans, Jane Anne, Liandovervy, Carmarthen Dec 81 Barker & Co, Carmarthen 
Farmer, ALF&eD, Ki oa Thames Dec 3i sherwood & Co, Kingston on Thames 


| Fox, Hewry, Sheffield Dec 30 Newsom, <heffield 


Gate, James, Adeiside rd Jan 15 Neave & Co, Outer Temple 
Gopaox, Sir AvausTus FarpexicK, Malvern, Worcester Dec 31 Cree & Son, Gray’ sinn aq 


| Hann, Joan, Stoke upon Trent, Livense: Victualler ec 31 Holtom, Stoke upon Trent 


Harpwicer, Maata, Searborough Janl W&W — Scarborough 


| Haves, Apecarpe, Cardiff Oec2l Jon» & “on Ca 


Homes, Rosannan, New Towa, Cradley death, Staffs, Dec3 Corksey & “o, Old Hill 


| Hout, Catagaine Mary, Lower Wallend, Monklani, Hereford Dec 31 Lloyd & Son, 


ton Gorge, Dorset Dec 21 Nantes & Maunsel, Bridport | 


Leominster 


| Howrer, Eowarp Ivison, Sacriston, Durham, Butcher Dec3 Graham & Co, Sunderland 


| Hunter, Dororay, Sacriston, 


Durham Dec3 Graham & Co, Suaderiand 


| Jerrery, Susay, Plymouth Jan 24 Bone & Uo, Devonport 


Jones, Louisa, Featiman rd, Clapham Dec 30 Kingsbury & Turner, Brixton rd 

Kavrruax, CHARLES, Cricklewood, Fruit Merchant Jan 18 Wilson, Broad ct chmbrs, 
vent garden 

Somnae. Pe nnd Caar.es, Windsor mans, Northumberland st Dec 26 Maddison & Co, 


ewry 

Lagxen, Faancis Roper, Cantilape Chantry, Lincoln Dec 31 Toynbee & Co, Lincoln 

Lataam, Sauan Patience, Downend, Glos Jani5 Cole, Bristol 

Macoonacp, Susannaa, Burton oa Trent Jan 10 Drewrv & Newbold, Burton on Treat 

Mauzere, Groras Josera, New Oxford st, Restaurant Keeper Dec 29 Russall & Co, 
Norfolk st, Strand 

Masox, Rosset, "Burweil, Cambridge, Farmer Jan6 Ginn & Co, Cambridge 

Owen, Tuomas, Evertm Dec29 Menzies & Co, Liverpool 


| Owen. Wititam, Bettws y Coed, Carnarvon, Miner Dac 15 Jones, Llanrwst 


Patrison, Sanaa Ann, Gravesend Jan 1 Hatten, Gravesen 


| Perris, James Georce, Holloway rd, Shorthand Writer Jan 1 Kimbers & Boatman, 


bard st 
Porter, Mary, Dartmouth Park hill, Highgate Dec 30 Vernon & Co, Coleman st 
Parestsee, NaTaaniet Timpes_ey, Sinderiand, D Massey, Chester, Farmer Dec 
81 Welford, Manchester 
Rapourrs, Mary, "Queen's gate Jan10 Nicholson & Co, Princes st, Storey’s gate 
Rossoy, Tomas Peror, Whitley Bay, Northumberland, Shipowner Dec 31 Aitchison, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
Surru, James, Senaene, Regalia Manufacturer Dec 31 Gardner & Co, Manchester 
Tay.or, Emma, Rochdale Jauil Molesworth & Son, Rochdale 
Tay.or, Josera, Oldham, Mechanic Dec 31 Ascroft & Co, Oldham 
Titiero0o0K, Rev Wittram Joan, Suffolk st, Pal Mall Jani Baileys & Co, Berners st 
TitueTT, ALEXanper, Thatched House Club, St James’ st Jan3i Burnie, Lombard ct 
Weir, Josrrn, Deiton, Lancs Dec 18 Woolfenden, Denton 
West, Jouy, liford Dec 31 Garland & Uo, Norfolk st, Strand 


| Witxixson, James Rosson, Newcastle upon Tyne, Police Court Messenger Dee 27 


Holmes, Newcastle upon ae 
Wirney, AtBeat James, Norfolk House rd, Streatham, Lace Agent Dec 31 McKenna 


, New 
Wotroy, Euma, Phillimore gdns, Kensi Jan10 Doffield & Co, Broad st av 
Yaupew, Freeman Cones, Norfolk st, Strand Jan31 Stock, Lincoln's inn fields 


Yearsiey, Sagan, Greenfields, Shrewsbury Jan1 Carrane & & Shawcross, Wellington 








Bankruptcy Notices. 


Buyues, Tuomas Hewny, West Alvin 
Devon, Builder Plymovth Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 
Rices, Tom Foot, Chesilborne, nr a ester, Blacksmith 


, nr Kingsbridge, { Fuacu, Harry, Cricklewood broadway, Photograph Dealer 
Dec 6 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Fratt, Taomas, and Frarpreick Yuuxes, Norwich, Book- 











London Gasette.— Torspar, Nov. 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Awnaa.i, Netson 8, Pauntley, Glos, onan Traveller 
Gloucester Pet Oct 9 Ord Nov 
Asuwortn. Squire, Sheffield, well Sheffield Pet Nov 
2i Ord Nov 21 
Bamrryipe, The Hon Caartrs Warwick, Kilmington, 
Devon Exeter Pet Nov 23 Ord N vv 23 
Coox, Cuanies, Bedford, Baker Bedford Pit Nov 22 
Ord Nov 22 
Coompz, Henry Grirrix, Bath, Boot Dealer Bath Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
Coorer, Hesay Sovrnery, Middlewich, Cheshire, Canal 
Foreman Crewe Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
Darvaston, Atrrep Henry, Bhyl. Flint, Eotgeg house 
Keeper Bangor Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 
Duxe, Francis Tuomas, Westham, Weymouth, Painter 
Dorch:eter Pet Novy 23 Ord Nov 23 
Fiaca, Harry, Crickiewood Broadway, Photograph 
High Court Pet Nov6 Ord} ‘ov 22 
Fvaze, Samve., Lampton rd, Hounslow, Builder Brentford 
Pe! Nov2 Ord Nov 22 
Gramain, Water Kexx, Rotherhithe st, Rotherhithe, 
sed Victualler High Court Pet Oct 80 Ord 
Nov 22 
Gooowin, Ronert James, Wealtstons, Furniture Dealer 
8 Albans Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov2 
Greaves. Wittiam. Redmires, nr Sheffield, ees 
ictualler fheffield Pet Nov zt Ord Nov 21 
Gaituze, I, Cannon st rd, Baker High Court Pet Nov 5 
Ord Nov 22 
Hisps, Arravr, Biepetingns, Essex, Tailor 
Pet Nov 23 Ord 
Hiwtox, Josern een Raecistene: 3 rthampton, Painter 
Northampton Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
Hirst, Jonw ( nantes, Mosbrough, nr "Sheffield, Baker 
Chi Pet Nov 2i Ord Nov 21 
Hiscock, Epwarp Apert, Pokesdowo, Bournemouth, 
Cycle Maker Poole Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 93 
Hovu.t, Henry Cuar.zs, Ramegate, Insurance Agent 
Canterbury Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 
my ee Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet Nov 21 


Colchester 


Lacortr, Joszrn. Ilex rd, Willesden, Staircase Builder 
Vourt Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
Legs, Francis Water Hay, Redland, Bristol, Hide 
Merchant Bristol Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 

Linpsty, Jonx Gronce Auexanper Vesey, Felixstowe 
Ipswich Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 19 

Maacuart, Groroz, Bexhill, Fruiterer Hastings Pet 
Nov7 Ord Nov 22 


Mansnatt, Groxer, Red Hill, Arnold, Notts, Baker 
N Pet Nov 2t Ord Nov v1 
Paxsoms, Harotp Apriax, Uo Parkstone, Dorset, 
Maker Povle Pet ov 23 Ord Nov 23 


Pearson, Faxp, Bilston, Staffs, pewinene Keeper Wolver- 
‘on Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
Parurs, Wii.1am, and Jawes Jouxs, Pembroke Dock, 
, Monumental Masons Pembroke Dock Pet 
Nov2i Ord Nov 21 





Dorchester P-t Nov 23 Ord Nov 

Rorg, Cuaries Roseat, Derby, Builder’ "nely Pet Nov 22 
Ord Nov 22 

Rupram, Avrazp, Ditham, Norfolk, Carter Norwich 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov zz 

Rvussety, Taumas, as Grorce Brooxssank, Otley, Yorks, 
Packing Case M Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Stvsss, Westen creed Kingston upon Hull, Grocer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 


binders Dec4at12 Off Kee, 8, King st, Norwich 
Fow er, Eowagp, Stockton on fees Carter Dec 4 at ll 
Off Rec 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 
Fow.te, Wivtian, Suod-riand, Physician Dec6at3 Of 
3, Manor pl, Sunderland 
| Ganpiner, ARaBELLA, Rhyl, Flint Dec 4 at 12 Crypt 
chmbrs, Eastgate row, hester 


low Wa ter Kerk, Rotherhithe st, Rotherhithe, 
——~ 


ictualler Dec 9 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Trotrer, Margaret Aoyes, Windermere, Westmorland Carey 


Kendal Pet ‘ov@l Ord Nov 21 

Wap.ow, Ricsaarp Jounsoy, 
Victualler Gt Grimsby Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 21 

Warts, Groror, Richmond Park, Bournemouth, Builder 
Poole Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 18 

Wenster. Atratp, Burn'ey Burnley Pet Nov 22 Ord 
Nov 22 

Wicrrama, Witrtams, Cardiff Cardiff Pet Oct 21 Ord 
Nov 

Witsox, Hexry Wexxs, and Canistuas Mavarp, Leeds, 
Stationers Leeds Pet Nov 20 Urd Nov 20 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

Attex, Joux Hewry, ee, Lincs, Market Gardener 
Dec 6 at 11.46 Law Co Peterborough 

Atervsor, E.1za, Bowness on Windermere, Sa 
Draper Dec 10 at 11.30 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st. 
Barrow in Furness 


Avstex, Hexay Epwarp, Aehford, Kent, Mine Merchant 


Dec4é4atit.45 Off Rec, 684, Castle st, Cant 

Barker, Jonn, Sheffield, Dealer ia Furniture ~¥ 5 at 
11.30 Off Ree. Figtree In, Shetfield 

Bartiett, Tasopsi.us. Broadwinsor, Dorset Dec 4 at 
12.45 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, ury 

Brecn, oo Tuomas, Lung Eaton, Derby, Tailor Dec 4 at 
2.39 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Butiows, yt Newrtos, Walsall Dec5at12 Off Rec, 
Wolverhampton 

Catvert, Wii11aAmM Henry, Cumberland st, Actor Dec 4 at 
3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

CaRLry, waseaen, Holcut, Beds, Farmer Dec 5 at 12.15 
Off Ree, & st, Northampton 

Crook, jae 1LL1AM, Wigan, Railway Wagon Agent | 
Dec 4at3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Davies, Witu1am, Lianha:an, Glam, Collier Dec 6 at 12 
0 "Ree, 117, ®t Mary st, Cardiff 

Dove, Arasp Henry, Leeds, Engineer Dec 4 at 11 

Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Epmonps, WituiaM + ae , Bethesda, Carnarvon, Cycle 
Dealer Dec 4 at 11. 30. ’ Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 
Chester 

Evans, Evax, Barmouth, Merioneth, Coal Merchant Dec 
6at12.45 Town Hall. Aberystwyth 

Evans, Jonn, Live , Clothier Dec 6 at 12 Off Rec, 
35, Victoria st, verpool 

7. Gronce Epwarp, Wath upon Dearne, Yorks, 

lass Dealer Dec 5at1z Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Fawranni Witt, Tig Nurseryman Dec 4 at 11 

0 


Rie Pe tee On| 


in 8 Gronas, 
68a, Castle st, 


Mablethorpe, Licensed | 12 © 


| Guosrees, +n Queen’s Ferry, Flint, Brewer Dec 6at 


chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
osera, and CHARLES Joux Gairrix, Wilford, 

tts, Asphalters Dec 4 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, 
Park st, Nottingham 

Garter, I, Cannon st rd, Baker Dec5at11 Bankruptey 
a. Carey st 

Haut, Daniet Spencer, Reedham, Norfolk, Boat Builder 
Dec7 at 12 Off Rec, 8, Kiog st, Norwich 

He.ustraom, Cae. Epwarp, Freezy water, a Ccoss, 
Fruit Grower Dec6at3 14, ford ro 

Hivper, Jouy, Ashford, Kent, Farmer Dec ‘at 10.45 Of 
Rec, 684, Castle st, Uanterbury 

Houpex, Tom, Nelson, "seclhorper Dec 4 at 3.30 Off Ree, 
14, , Preston 

Houmes, Siugon, Wellington, Salop, Botanical Beer Manu- 
facturer Dec 7 at 12 Chariton Arms Hotel, Wellingta 

Hovutt, Hexry Cuarves, Ramsga’ te, Insurance Agent Dec4 
at 10.30 Off Ree, 8a, Castle st, Canterbury 

nee Davin, Maesteg, Glam, Grocer Decd4atS Of 

117, 8t Marv st, Cardiff 

Hugo, Saati Henry, Redruth, Cornwall, Livery Stable 
Kee; Dec 6ati2 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

JonzEs, Gress, Pontlottyn, Glam, Confectioner Deo 5 
at 2.30 Off Rec, County Court, Townhall, Merthyr 


Tydfil 
Lawson, JP, Sint st, Rigware wi Dec 5 at 2.90 Bank- 


a, 





henaton Jacos, Uxbridge rd, West Ealing, House Fur- 
nisher Dec6at12 14, Bedford row 
Lea, Paden, 1 Cardiff Dec 10 at 9.30 Off Rec, 117, 8 


| 
| ry st, Cardiff 

Seen ek Wa tee Hay, Redland, Bristol, Hide Mer- 
| 


chant ec4at12 Off Rec, 24, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Leeoert, jay Ilex rd, Willesden, Staircase Builder 
at 230 Bankruptcy b ldgs, Carey st 


Lisprie_p, Harey Ervest, Strood, Kent, Butcher Deo 9 
at 12.15 115, High st, R- chester 

Lowe, James WILLIAM, tt Helen’«, Lanes, Grocer Dec 5 
at12,3v Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

| Mapoison, Wituam Harttox, Cirencester, Horse Dealer 
Dee 4 at 11- Off Rec, 38, Regent circus, Swindon 

Maeseacy, Groncr. Red Hill, Arnold, Notts, Baker Dee 
4 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, N. 

Mitcue i, James MoKuns, Upper Boat, nr Pon 
Licensed Victualler Dec 5 at 11.30 Off Res, P: 
Office chmbrs, Pontypridd 

Pasrs, Reoivaup Harorp. Bridgwater, Grocer Dec dat 
11.30 O/f Ree, 28, Es Baldwin st, Bristol 


Powe.t, Josera Salop, Carriage Builder 
Dec 5 at 11.80 Sgart Dearten, 8 Neneatie ai Staffs 





-— oe 2 lull le lel lula le lvl lee ke ee ee 








7 


— 





ire 
ale 


Lames 


y’sinn 
in Trent’ 


id Hill 

| & Son, 
nderland 
j 
chmbre, 
on & Co, 
ncoln 


on Trent 
ll & Co, 


joatman, 
st 
er Dec 
e 
itchison, 
ester 
ers st 
ard ct 
Dee 27 
[cKenna 
v 


ds 
agton 


h Dealer 
» Book. 
rich 

c4 at ll 
at3 Of 
| Crypt 


herhithe, 
y bidgs, 


Dec 6 at 


Wilford, 
Yastle pl, 
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Reooep, Fazpsrick Epwis,and Atrazp Harry Reoorp, 
Merchan 


Becrnchester, Odal ts Dec® at 14.30 115, High 


st, Rochester 

Brow axoson, Joux, Retingiey, ne me Traveller 
Dec 5 at 11.30 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Ropesss, p ban Sheffield , “Gene Manufacturer Dec 5 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, ohettieid 

Roupaam, ALFRED, Dilham, Nortolk, Carter Dec 4 at 12.30 

Otf Ree, 8, King st, st, Norwich 
nomex. Joux Wi.uam, Northampton, Grocer Dec 5 at 
Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 

Ru Rove Tuomas, and Georcr Bavoxspank, Otley, = 

Packing Case Makers Dec 4 at 12 Off Rec, 24 


at, 

Baxoscnansky, Josgen, Nottingham Dec4at12 Off Rec, 
4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Brsccarn, WILLIAM Haruisox, Gt Grimsby, Painter Dec 4 
at ll Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 

Srewart, Sara, Bristol, Draper Dec4atl1.45 Off Ree, 
26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Tuoansz, Ricnasp, ’ Fordington, Dorchester, Haulier Dec 4 
at 12.80 Off Keo, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Saliabury 

Tucker, Epwin, Maesteg, Baker Dec 4 at 12. 30 Off Reo, 
117, 8t-Mary st, Carduf 

Weuwixes, Joseru, ¥ochriw, Glam, Grocer Dec 5 at 
Off Kec, County Court, Town Hall, Merthyr Tydfil 

Witiams, Ricuanp, Aberbu: rgoed, Mon, Colli Hitcher 
Dec4ati1l Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

Wiisox, Seymour Witutax, Liverponl, Forwarding Agent 
Dec 5 at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpooi 

Witson, Henay Wriis, and ‘lnarsT“as MALYARD, Leeds, 
Stationers Dec5atll Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Zavemer, Coaa_es, Pontycymmer, @ am, Glazier Dec 4 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct 22: 


Faaxxu, J W, Richmond rd, Bayswater, Land Agent 
As previously advertised at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Anoetmay, Samvuzt, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Tailor Birken- 
head Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 22 

Asuworts, ate Sheffield, Draper Sheffield Pet Nov 
21 Ord Nov 2 

Cuapwa.t, ell a. on Engineer Black- 
burn Pet July 18 Ord Nov 

Oouwunty, Abert WIt.iam, A sq High Court 


Pet June 14 Ord Nov 25 

Coox, Cuantes, Bedfo.id, Baker Bedford Pet Nov 22 
Ord Nov 22 

Coomss, Henry Gairriv, Bath, Boot Dealer Bath Pet 
Nov 23 Nov 23 


Cooper, Hzuyny Secoee, Middlewich, , Care Canal 
Foreman Crewe Pet 22 Ord Nov 2 
Croox, James Wititam, Lower Ince, * Wigan, Railway 

Wagon Agent Wi Pet Oct 81 Ord Nov 21 
Daagcastox, Atrasp Henry, Rhyl, Flint, Lodging House 
Keeper Bangor Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
<< Atraep H, Leeds, Engineer Leeds Pet Oct 26 
ov 21 
Doxe, Faascrs Tuomas, Westham, Weymouth, Painter 
Dorchester Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 


Howopey, Giusest Hex 
Pet Nov 12 “Ord Now 2 
Jacksux, ALFuxD, , Grocer Sheffield Pet Nov 21 
Ord Nov 21 
Jonzs, Waren, and Srenaeas Hewey Joves, Mon 
Coach Buiiders Newto aT Seca cn SoS 
» U. og, House Fur- 
Lazarus, Jacun Uxbridge rd, W Pie tm 


Lees, Feanois Watter Hay, Redland, Bristol, Hide Mer- 
chant Bristul Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 


Lew —-~ yin , Oxford, Painter Aylesbury 
Pet Nouv 12 ov 23 
Mansa, Gnoxaz, Red Hill, Arnold, Notts, 


Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 
Mo Jusera, Wy: mans, Maida Vale, Investment 
High Court t Oct” 23 Ord Nov 21 
Parsons, Hasown Apaias e+ Parkstone, Dorset, 
ae Maker Poole ‘ov 23 Ord Nov 23 
sD, Bilston, Staffs, Beerhouse Keeper Wolver- 
a Bet Nov 23 Ord Nov 93 
Parmurs. Wittiam, and James Jonss, Pembroke Dock, 
Pembroke, umental Masons Pembroke Dock Pet 


Nov 2t Ord Nov 21 
Buyues, Tuomas Hexry, West Al bridge, 
Devon, Builder Plymouth Pet Nov ul w-: ‘ov 21 
Riaas, Tom Foor, Chesilborne, ur Dorchester, Dorset, 
Blacksmith Dorchester Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
Rosinsun, Wuauvey, an, Lanes, Stationer Liver- 
pool Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov 23 
Rore, Caarces Ruseat, Derby, Builder Derby Pet Nov 


22 Ord Nov 22 

Rupram, ALFRED, pian, Norfolk, Carter Norwich Pet 
Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 

Reems, Tuomas, and Gzorce Brooxssayk, Otley, Yorks, 
Packing Case Makers Leeds Pet Nov20 Ord Nov 20 


High Court 
Sovuruws.., Atraep, Linthorpe rd, Stamford Hill, Fruit 
Salesman High Court Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 21 
Srosss, Wiitiam Farancis, Kmgston upon Hull, Grocer 
Kingston upon Hull . Pet Nov 22 Ou N Nov 22 
Trotter, Maecanst Aoues, Windermere, Westmorland 
K Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 
Wapiow, Ricnarp Jounsos, Mable 
Vi Gt Grimsby Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 22 
Wanrsinerox, Roszrat Tuomas, Bath, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Sept 3 Ord Nov 21 
Burnley Pet Nov 22 Ord 


‘ov 

Ware, Ricuarp, Bearwood, Smethwick, Staffs West 

Bromwich Pet Oct 14 Ord Nov 23 

Wipe, James Deaspex, St Leonard’s on Sea, Sussex, 
Schoolmaster Hastings Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 21 

Wisow, Henry Weis, and Cunistmas Marcaap, Leeds, 
Stationers Leeds Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Nov 12: 


Grorce, Epwarp oy | Strand, Florist High Court 
Pet Aug 29 Ord Nov 6 


Amended notice substituted for St ieee 
the London Gazette of Nov 


Peaason, F 
ham: 


Szacey, Antoun Wiu.1am, Mare st, 
Pet 27 Ord Nov 21 


Wee, Atrrep, Burnley 








Goopwix, Rosgert James, Spencer rd, Wealdstone, Fur- 
niture Dealer 8t Albans Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 
Gaeaves, Wittiam, Redmires, ne sheffield, Licensed 

Victualler Sheffield Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 
Harris, Rays Boscombe, Bournemouth Puole Pet Sept 
27 


ov 22 
Haupt, Freperiox, Morning In, Hackney, Baker High 


Court Pet Oct 24 Ord N Nov 22 
Oxford Pet Oct 26 rd Nov 22 
“7° 4 Oscar, Gt Winchester st, Colonial Merchant 
Houivas, oer Ricnargp Red Lion st. St Geo 
Van Builder High Court Pet Oct 23 Ord 
, Essex, Tailor Colchester 
Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
pmeen, Jomen Henry, Silverstone, Northampton, Painter 
Hieer, Jonw Cuaries, Mosbrough, nr Sheffield, Baker 
Chesterfield Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 
Maker Poole Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
ner 9 Henry Caaries, Kamsgate, Insurance Agent 





Haze, Eowaap, Goring Heath, Oxford, Beer Retailer 
High Court Pet Sept5 Ord Nov 23 
“. - me 
Hisss, Antaur, Bagh 
mpton Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
_ Epwargp ALssgat, Pokesiown, Bournemouth, 
terbury Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 


Torrannam, Beresrorp Paraick ren Caricutox 
Lortvs, lebone rd, Marylebone, Money Lender | 
High Court Pet Aug 13 Ord 1 Nov 16 


London Gasette,—Faipay, Nov. 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. } 


sean, 3 heey Rosiysox, Hereford, Manufacturer of | 
Artificial Teeth Hereford Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 
Baanzs, , THomas Henay, ae. Portsmouth, Corn 
M h Pet Nov25 Ord Nov 25 
Beatson, Lzonaa Paasx, ni y= « Bay, nr Dover, 
Army Tutor terbu: Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 
Bepnows, WatrTes, Halli Bolton, Lancs, Boot Repairer 
. Bolton wr, High rd, Loptonston Grocer High Co 
ERY, aunees, Lsytonstone, art 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 25 
2 Manag Honiton, — rata Coach Builder | 
Ge m1 Bors Ord Nov25 w . 
Lemax, Epwaes>? Movuntrorp, Leamington, Warwick | 
Wi Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 
Cuppor, Gzorcs Joux, Bloomsbury st High Court Pet Oct 
22 Ord Nov 25 
Cuppox, Georges Wooptsorre, Sselishury House, London | 
wali High Court Pet Ot’ Ord Nov 2 





Campion, 
Exeter 


Bristol, Tailor 


a Sy Avaus, Brynmawr, Brecon, Builder Tredegar 





Nov 2% Ord Nov 25 
mae...” cmos, West Darham, 
Wurnisher sunderland Pet 26 Ora Nov 96 
Downs, Haper Samvei, a 
-_ aentio Sb A 
E.uwt, Bowaro oy wT arham, Sdfeitor 
Svockton on Pet Nov 9 Ord ber 33 
Facts, Wiutiam Ropest, Notes, Farmer's 
Assistant Lincoln Pet Nov 25 Nove . 
Grab, AkxuLD Maacos, Goundsditch, Dealer 
Pe. Nov 13 Ord Nov 2 
am, James, Newva on Proprietor 


Ne 
| Gaeew, pay Walsali Pet Nov 23 
Haypex, 6S Coleman st, Accountant High Court 


2 urd swov 236 
| Hovun, Fostas, Holbeck, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov 25 Ord 


ane A yy deg Fliat, Draper Bangor Pet Nov 


— y Ghovatany Licensed Victualler Shrews- 
Pet Nov 12 Nov 26 

Seumsa Joun Evoas, No:thwich, Grocer Crewe Pet Nov 
27 Ord Nov 27 

Laysuvase, James, Thurstonland, nr Huddersfeld, Inn- 

uddersfield Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 25 

Lea, Joax, Lower Salford, Luncs, Grocer 
Belford’ Pet Nov 27 Nov 27 

Lan, Soupen. Gloucester, Baker Gloucester Pet Nov 26 


Nov 26 
Lewis, Louis, Hormead rd, Paddington, Tailor High 
Court Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 
Lings, WaLLacr, Tailor Birmingham Pet 
ov 26 Ord Nov 
Locke, Many Janez, Luppitt, Devon, Farmer Exeter Pet 


Mussaeep, James, Herne Bay, Kent Canterbury Pet Nov 
2% Ord soy 25 
Neate, Gzonce Hawny, Luton, Grocer Luton Pet Nov 
Ord Nov 26 


26 
Goes hey | Tikley, Yorks, Farmer Leeds Pet Nové Ord 


sole p AER Portsmouth, Houss Furnisher Ports- 
mouth Pet Nov26 Ord Nov 2% 





on Tees 
Boseaea, Bessa, Pentre, wn eg Ripper Ponty- 


ov 
Rowsanee, FPaavois, South > "ey Coal Merchant 
Ru C my ho Guilospee nt rd, Highbury, 
ae MaRLES WILLIAM, pie 
No High Court a pe ir Ora 


Sree Tectia: tidied thd 


Sura, 1, Ronan, rth, Kent, Tobacco Dealer Rochester 
Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 25 
Srevensux, Groraixa, Boscombe, Bournemouth, 
house Keeper Poole Pet:Nuv 20 Ord Nov 27 
Tsomrsux, Kpwasp Bvamine, vate Boot 
Bradtord Pet Nov 27 {Oca No oe 
Toaxey, Horace Paast, Vitst 
Breedee Aylesbury Por Nov 28 Oud 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Axyorit, Newtson Sion, P, Glos, Commercial 
Traveller Dec7atiz Off Rec ion rd Gloucester 
Ancetmay, Samvgy, 18 OF Bas Sint Tailor Dec 9 at 

2.30 Off nec, 35, Victoria st, Lr 
Portsmouth, Cora Mer- 


Barnes Tuomas re 
chant Dec 9 at 3 , Cambridge junc, High st, 


“Bastuworr, Ma Herne Bay, Kent Deo On 
ARCU: » Tat 
Ree, ¢8a, Castle’ st, Canterbury ne 


_ women, Dok: 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


24a, MOoOORGATE oom, cevenaiiasiie: 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTAGLISHED [IN 891. 


m.co. 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 





SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS, 


been conducted under the 


X 830 Appeals to Quarter 


sessions have 
supervision of the Ovr poration. 


the direction and 








on app: 


Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settied by Counsel, will be sent 
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Bappuws, Wares, Halliweil, Bolton, Clugger Dec 10 at 3 
19, Eachaoge st, Boltun 
Beasy, Avoeer, Leytonstone, Essex, Grocer Dec 10 atl 
Bank: uptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Baswes, Hasary, Fels.am. Suffolk, Builder Dec 20 at 2 
Angel Hoiel, Bury *t Edmunds 
Campion, Emasvet Houiton, Vevon, Coachbuilder Deo 
PB 10 30 Off Rec 9, Bedfura circus, uxever 
Cuaries, Hedicrd, Baker Dee 7 at 22 
& Murrisou’s ’Office, Mill sv, Bedford 
—- Ses Juun, Bloomsbury st Dec 10at12 Bank 
bidgs, Uarey st 
Ovnous gunce Wouptsvrre, Salisbury House, London 
wall Wee 10 at 12,30 Baukruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Extis, James, Plymouth, Fisherman Dec9ati2 7, Buck- 
land ter, Plymouth 
Evans, Dawigt, Cy ag tron pam gee Laboure 
Dec7etil Off Rec, 3 
Feuts, Wivuiam Ropsrt, neuall, Mose, ‘Farmer's Assist- 
ant Decl: atiz Off Rec, 31, Silver gt, Lincoin 
Gaap, AsxuLD Magous, Houudsditch, Fancy woods Dealer 
Dec liatili Bantruptey bidgs, Garey st 
Haypes, Heany idge, Care st, Accuumtant Dec 11 at 12 
kruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Haze.,, Kowaap, Goring Heath, Oxford, Beer Retailer 
Zatil2 1, 8t Aidates, Oxtord 
Hintox, Juceru Henry, Silverstone, Northampton, Painter 
Dec7atlz Oif Rec, Bridge st, Nurthampton 
Hirst, Joun Cuaaces, Mosbr. vugh, ur ohefficid, Baker 
Dee 13 at 12.30 angel Hotel, Uhesterfield 
Hisoock, Kpwarp Assent, Pokesdown, Bournemouth, 
Cycie Maker Lec 10 at 3,30 Messrs Curtis & Son, 
108, Old Christchurch rd, Bournem suth 
Hotranp, Coaaias Trevensx Townsenp, Coventry Des 
9 atJ1.39 Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 
Hoyvus, Foster, Holbeck, Leeds Dec 9 at 11.80 Off Rec, 
Bond 
Dec 9 at 


st, a 
Hys.or, Juus, Shrewsbury, Licensed Victualler 
Milliner 


Messrs. 





11.80 Off Rec, 22, swan hill, Sorewsbury 
Jews, Mary, Camborne Cornwall, Fancy 
Dec 9 at 12 ‘Off Rec, Bo «awen st, ‘Lruro 
Lemaincs, Farpexuiox, Thame, Oxford, Painter 
12 1, St aldates, xfora 

Locks, Many Janz, Loppitt, Devon, Farmer Dec 12 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Excter 

—« Juezrn, Kadc.iffe, Lancs, Greengrocer Dec 10 at 2.30 

9, Exchange st, Boltun 

‘eskanen, Witttam, Mellor, Derby, Bleacher’s Finisher 
Dec7atil Off oo ty.om st, Manchesver 

Oppy, Sam, likley, Yorks, Farmer Dec9atil Off Rec, 
24, B nd st, Leeds 

Oame, Juny, Deroy Dec7 at 11 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Pausuns, Hanutp Apsiay, Upper Parksvone, Dorset, 
(Cabinet Maker Dec l0at4 Messrs Curtis & Son, 158, 
O14 Christchurch rd, Bour h 

Payuz, Bexsamin, Buckland, Portsmouth, House Furnisher 
Dec9at4 Otf Kec, Cambridge junc, High st, Ports- 
mouth 

Pairs, Wituiam, and Janes Jouns, Lianion, Pembroke 
Dock, Monumental Muasvns Dec I3 at 1 ‘Pemperance 
Ha.1, Pembroke Dock 

Quincey, Kpwakp, Wantage, Berks, Licensed Victualler 

Bs — ls, 80 1, St = tes, Oafurd ioe 
vues, Tuomas Hesry, West alvington, or Kingsbridge, 
Builder Dec 16at11 7, Buckland ter, Fiseeath 

Rosests, Bexsamin, Pentre, Glam, Uviliery Kipper Dec 9 
atil Off c, Pust Office chmbrs, Poatyp.idd 

Rorg, Cnaries poten shete, Builder Dec 7 at 11.39 
Oft Rec, 47, Fuil st, Detb 

Row.asDs, Francis, South Brent, Devon, Coal Merchant 
Dec lv at iz 7, Buckland ter, Piymouth 

Russe.x, Coan.es Wiiiam, Gillespie rd, Highbury, Steam 
la Proprietor Dec 9 at 12 Bankruptcy bldg», 


Dec 9 at 





Carey st 
a Joun Epwarp, Denton Lodge, Northampton, 
Fa:mer Dec 10 at 12.16 Off Rec, Bridge st, North- 


ampton 

Sanson, Faaxcis Hexay, Rhyl, Flint Dec 9 a5 12 Crypt 
chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

STH, oman Kussett, Krith, Kent, Tobacco Dealer 
Dee 16 atl2.lo 115, High st, "Rochester 

Sr Joux, Anais, France Lynch, "Uhalford, Glos Dec 10 at 

ll on ff tec, Staion rd, Gloucester 

Srarrorp, Witiias Hex ny, Verby, House Furnisher Dec 
Tacl2 . ff Kec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Sruses, Wittiam Francis, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer 
a atll Off Rec, York City Bank chmbis, Lowgate, 


Tuomvreus, Epwarp Buiamiaz, Bradford, Boot Dealer Dec 
lvatill Off Kec, 29, Manor row, Bradford 
ge, Marcaget AGNES, Windermere, Westmorland 
Dec 10 at 11.45 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis at, Barrow 
in Furness 
Watts, Gronrcz, Bournemouth, Builder Dec 10 at 2.30 
Messrs Curus & Son, 158, Old Christchurch 1d, Bourne- 


wae. Atragep, Burnley Dec7 at 11.30 14, Chapel st, 

reston 

Warrr, Ricnarp, Bearwood, Smethwick Dec 9 at 11.30 
191, Corporatio: 


im st, Birmi 
“thorpe Hamlet, Norwich, 
ec, 


Wups, AlLGERNON Sipsey, 
Accountant Dec7 at3.3v Off 8, King ‘st, Norwieh 


Wrkxes, Joux, and Herseat Ewart ‘G@LaDsToNE Wyxes, 
Peterbor ~~ Builders Dec 9 at 12.30 The Law 
Courts, Peterborough 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Autzx, Tuomas Rovixsox, Hereford, Manufacturer of 
Artaficial Te-th Herefora fet Nov 27 Ura Nov 27 
Anocrt,, Newson Simeun, Pauntley, Glos, Commercial 

G Pet Ot 9 Ord Nov 25 
Avsrzex, Hesay Evwaap, Ashford —~y Wine Merchant 
Canterbury Pet Nov li Ord Nov 23 
Bagyas, Tuomas Henny, Kisgnem Portsmouth, Corn 
Portamouth Pet Nov Ord Nov 25 
Brartsox, Leonarp Fra>k, St Bay, nr Dover, 
Army ‘Tutor Canterbury Pet Nouv 27 O:d Nov 27 
Bevpuws, Waites, Halliwell, tun, Lanes, 
Bolton Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
~~ Cram, Gracechorch st High Court Pet Oct 14 





Camptx, Emaxvgt, Honiton, oe, Cuach Builder 
Exeter Pet Nov25 Ord Nov 25 

Cotemaxs, Evwarp Moostror , ton, Warwick 
Warwick Pet Nov27 Ord Nov 

Cotmay, Epwarp, Bushopagate st Within High Court Pet 
Feb 15 Ord Nov 2 

Davies, Jomn AvA Brynmawr, Brecon, Builder 
Tred Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

Dovetas, Simon, West l, , oo Furnisher Sun- 
deriand Pet Nov26 Ord N v 26 

. Hepes Samvuet, Ashwater, Devon, Blacksmith 

Bain-taple Pet Nov26 Ord Nov 2% 

Epee, H P, strathfieid . Winchtield, Hants Win- 
ebester Pet Nov27 Ord Nov 27 

Fe.ts, Wii.14M Ropest, Ragnall, Notts, Farmer’s Assist- 
ant Lincola Pet Nov 2o Ord Nov poy 

Granam, James, Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer Newcastle on 


Tyne Pct Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

cms, eons. Walsall, Walsall Pet Nov 23 
Or ‘ov 2 

Hoy.e, Fostee, Holbeck, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov 25 Ord 


Pet Nov 25 
Hvuoues, Grose, Rhyl, Flint, Draper Bangor Pet Nov 27 
Ord Nov 27 
Joy ma0d, gous Teese, Northwich, Grocer Crewe Pet 
sv 27 On 
LareaD, Perce, Huwiey pl, Paddington, Fruiterer High 
urt Pet Oct 29 Ord ‘Nov 25 
Lea, Joux, Lower ton, Sa’ford, Lancs, Grocer 
Salford’ Pet Nov27 Ord Nov 27 
Les. Georce, Gloucester, Baker Gloucester Pet Nov 26 
Ord Nov 26 
Leoostt, Josern, Burnham, Bucks, Staircase Builder 
High Court Pet Nov «2 Ord Nov 27 
Lewis, Lovis, Hormead rd, Paddington, Tailor High 
Court Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 
Lives, Wa..ace, Birmingham, Tailor Birmingham Pet 
Nov 26 Ora "Nov 26 
Locke, Mary Janz, Luppitt, Devon, Farmer Exeter Pet 
Nov 25 O:d Nov 26 
Lorp, Joseps, Radcliffe, Lance, Greengrocer Bolton Pet 
Nov 26 Od Nov 26 
Manrspex, Witwiam, Mellor, Derby, Bleacher’s Finisher 
Salfori Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
Mereacr, Jonn Witttam, Newmarket, Survesor Cam- 
biidge Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 26 
Mussazep, James, Herne Bay, Keat Canterbury Pet Nov 
20 urd Nov 2 
Navioe. Cuanies James, Queen st, Hammersmith, Grocer 
High Court Pet Nov13 Ord Novy 25 
Nea.e, Grorce Henny, Luton, Grocer Luton Pet Nov 
26 Nov 26 
Cons, Sam, Iikley, Yorks, Farmer Leeds Pet Nov6 Ord 
Nvv 4 
Payye, Bexsamtx, Buckland, Portemouth, House Furnisher 
Purtemouth Pet Nov x6 Ord Nov 26 
Paitiirs, Many Jans, Haverfordwest, China Dealer Pem- 
. b oke _ ian aan Now 36 
RopeeTs, Bexsamin, Pentre, Giam, Coiliery Ri Ponty- 
pridd Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 oa . 
Rowxa vs, Feancis, South Brent, Daren, Cent Merchant 
Plymouth Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 
Scuoiz, Cuantes Lesuis, Mostgete 4 Engineer High 
Court Pet June12 Ord Nov 21 
Suarp, WiitiamM, Hubberts Bridge, Lincs, Blacksmith 
Boston Pet Nov25 Ord Nov 25 
Suita, Liowe, Rosset, Erith, Kent, Tobacco Dealer 
Rochester Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 27 
Senwase, Sara, Bristol, Draper Bristol Pet Oct 17 Ord 
Nov 27 
Tongro, Epwarp a 7 ae Boot Dealer 
radford Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 
Tuvan — —y & Pacer, Pitstune, nr Trip Bucks, Duck 
Brecder Aylesbury Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
Wane, Epwarp Joven, Leyton rd, Stra:ford, tall High 
Court Pet Oct 31’ Ord Nov 2 


Amended notice substituted for that peices in 
the London Gazette of Nov 


Brapsury, Jonx Wittiam Unewours, Zepuh , Man- 
chester, Ciexk Salfurd Pet Oct1l Ord Oct 9 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Sovurswe.t, Eowarp Buckixeuaum, Maitland Villa, North 


Finchiey, Deaier in House Pro; Barnet Adjud 
Nov 15.1906 -Annul Oct 29,1997 ’ 
London Gazeite.—Tuzspay, Dec. 3. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Barey, Josera, Applebury Grange, Egerton, Kent 

. Canterbury Pet 12 Ord Nov 30 
Bavesr, George Heavert, Finsbury sq, Agent High Court 
Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Buiues, Bevery Gramay, parengnte, Stock Broker York 
Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

Cannoy, Maseasw, Penrith, Cumberland, Grocer Carlisle 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28° 

Cuarmaw. Tuomas, Blackheath hill, Greenwich, Grocer 
Wandsworth Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Ciaex, Eaxest Avpesr, Gt Grimsby, Gt Grimsby 

et Nov 30 Ord a A! 
Cox, Seaen, Builder Coventry Pet Nov 30 
ov 

Crawsaaw. Henny, Grays Thurrock, Essex, Baker Chelms- 
ford ae wy shod rd melt . 

D eLL, Joun Georoz, Arundel st, Strand, Solicitor 

Comet Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct a 
Deosss. & Rosgart, Truro, Solicitor ehige Pet Nov28 Ord 
ov 

Emanvg1, heswenx. eae Cen, Hyde Park High Court 
Pet July 27 Ord Nov 

Gipser. —— Joux, Canterbury Pet Nov 2 

ov 

Gopwargp, Epwarp Geoncr, Norwood rd, Herne Hill, 

Picture Frame Maker High Court Pe "Nov 30 Ord 


Nov 30 
fommmees. Joux, Norwich, Builder Norwich Pet Nov 29 
ov 
Hart, Joszrn, Levenshulme, nor Manchester, Painter 
Manchester Pet Nov 2s Ord Nov 28 





Ha 7 Tixp.ate Co, Tas, Liverpool, Metal Merchants 
; Pet Nov 14 ond Nov 28 





Sees, Witulan, Guceann, Hallen, Henbury, Glos Bristo) 
et Nov 23 O d Nov 2 
pm... Kopeet, Asset Jzwxinsox, and Lewig 
Jenkinson Honiley, nr H Buiders Hudders. 
field Pet Nov 28 ‘Ord Nov 28 
Jewnicx, Heas-at, Backiersbury ore Front Fitter High 
Court vet Nov 13 ~ * Now 


Joxzs, Lurwe.yx, Mooretown, Skewen, nr Neath, Glam, 
Builder A von Pet Nov 30 Ord Nuv 30 

Lancasres, James, Stroud, Gloucester Pet 
Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 


ton ALBEaT ya South<ea, Hants, Confectioner 
MoAnsen Tes:0m Gases, Descegh Wah Mlukde 
cArp.e, Fuascis Gaanamu st 
bet Sept 26 Ord Nov 27 
Maccure Kaorueas, Liverp.ol, Commission Agents Lives. 
pool Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 28 
Nasu, Louisa, Malvern, ny Laundress Worcester 
Pet Nov 27 Oud Nov 87 
Peaeam, WitLiam Heyey Park, Chudleigh, Roe, 2 crt 
Plym Pet ¥ > 2 Ord & 
x Axpest, Leeds, Boot Repairer Leods Pet Roy 
ie Ord Nov 28 ‘ Geta 
aA, HeubertT Arazp, Surbiton, Grocer Kingston | 
Pet Nov 30 Urd Nov 30 > 
Rizeyr, Josera, and Sauce. Ritzy, Keswick 
Farmers Wor! Pet Nov 19 Od Non ao 
none, 2 Joun, Field estmoslaod, 





Rossi A i wor 90, Ord wot ‘tare, Builder Bridg. 
Ter, ALBERT, super er 
water Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 
Row ey, Cuaacss, Lattle Hay, atte, Labourer Birmigg- 
ham Pet Nov 29 Ord ‘ov 29 ¥ 
Surrox, M C, North End rd, Fulham High Court Pe 
Nuv6 Od Nov v9 
Tayiog, Sagan Evizasers, Hudd Art Dealer 
Hudderstieia Pet Nuv 28 Ord Nov 28 
Tuoanaitt, Caaares, Lattleport, ps Baker Cambridge 
Pet Nov 29 O:d Nov 
Tournay, Heepext Epwaap well, Kent, Farmer 
= Caney ~ Nov md, a Sed te Nov 30 
ange, Haruy, Rhodes, aliddieton, Cycle Agent Oldham 
Pet Nuv 29 Ord Nov 29 
Waxes. Groses Jouy, "Lact, Chemist Lincola Pe 
@ Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 mee = ¥ 
HITEHUUSE, HABRIET ' rrogate, Variety Artiste 
York Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 
Wicainskt Samug., Teickenham, Tailor Brentford Peé 
Ww Nov il oun Nov 29 = Merthyr 
ILLIAMs, WILLIAM, George Town, Tydfil, Fore. 
oes Merthyr Tydul Pet I New @ On 
ov 
Wixarieip, Mavatce Frouuiorr name, Piccadilly High 
Court Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 28 
Wrxes, Neciis Fionence, Linslade, Backs, Timber Me- 
chant Luton Pet Nov30 Ord Nov 30 
Amended notice substituted for that in 
the London Gazette of Nov a 
Dacunosn, Samvet, Bradford Bradford Pet Oct 28 Ord 
ov 12 








Where difficulty is experienced in procuring 
the Soxiorrors’ JOURNAL AND WEEKLY 
REPORTER with regularity it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher, at — 
27, Chancery-lane. 








R. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues 
to PREPARE for the SOLICITO 
TE EXAMIN. 








TIONS; 
UTERMEDLA' ATION “payment by ry 
Hare-court, Temple. é 
OLICITOR, age 31, Desires —— ‘ 
with a view to artnerchip, or ‘ 





would Purchase 
Small Practice.—Acdress A. B., ae 2 * Solicitors’ J 
aud Weekly Reporter” Otice, 27, Chancery-lane, oe . 


J Cc. WHITHAM, Solicitors’ AUDITS 
e and COSTSMAN.—56, Weilclose-mount, Leeds, 


PPOINTMENTS. — The HIGHER 
TELEGRAPH SERVICES afford SPLENDID 
poe aap y to youths and young men nut = 

a © sates premium, ee = 
APPOIN ‘MENTS, at 


to £190 per annum, with PENSIONS, we 
London Telegraph 



































7 Innitation ef 
and Wireless 








T 

WIRELESS TELEGRAPHY a Speciality AND 
SY TEMS TAUGHT. The strictet 
invited as bona fides.—Apply for New 
Prospectus to Maxaczr (8.), Moree House, 













*‘URVEYOR’S ARTICLED PUPIL. ~~ 
S the Office of 
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Taw. — — Youn Solicitor, just admitted THEATRES. 
iF, Feccaaes for capentoase, exmteomnetan bia DRURY LANE. Water low Bros. & Layton, 
nominal —M., Heath Hurst, Hollscroft-avenue, N.W. THIS DAY, at 1.48 ant 45, TH SINS OF mg LIMITED, 
LA, Ue Rancttet ttm fap | Amara aioe ee SO" 96 & 25, BIRCH LANE, EC, ~ 


up of a considerable estate to our entire satisfaction, 
we have no hesitation in recommending him to other 
members of our profession for similar work.”— Apply, 
Hancount a, Partnership Agent, &c., 61, 
lane, London 





LAY GREAT SAVING. — For 


Ltpeent 2 pet ent. wl be take of te Palo 


a. a. 

Abstracts Copied oe ee O 8 per sheet. 

Briefs and Drafts cee es 2 8 per 20 folios, 

Deeds Round Hand ... «.. © 2 per folio, 

aes ope «« 2 O per sheet. 

Full Co 02 folio. : 
PAPER.~ Foolwnp, 14. "per sheet Draft, 4d. ditto 
Parchment, 1s. 6d. to 3s. 6d. per 


KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-strest, Holborn, E.C. 


HORTHAND WRITER AS-ISTANT 
Wanted (Professional) for Court and General Work.— 








Ex: ce, terms, &., to SHonruanp, care of Saward, 

, & Co., 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 
Oe ce tone BOOK PRICES. — The 
t Stock of Second-hand and New 


Remainder Boeke ete in the World; 25 to 30 per cent. reduc- 
tion from the published prices. Write for our December 
Catalogue, cuntaining some 7,000 titles.—W. H. ween & 
Bon, Library Department, 186, Strand, London, W.C. 


HANCERY LANE.—Lonsdale-chambers. 
—Excelilent OFFICES TO BE LET in this Modern 
Building ; Suices and Single ms; passenger lift ; 
rots very moderate. —Appiy to Messrs, JoNEs, Laxe, 
& Co., 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


ACANCY for .Two Gentlemen.—Hand- 

somely-furnished Rooms; every home comfort; 

Two Guineas inclusive. — Flat C, Clanricarde-~mansions, 
Olanricarde-gardens, W. 


FFICES.— Wanted, One Room and Partial 
Use of a Second in 8.W. or W.C. Districts. - Size of 
rooms and terms to Lex, care of Saward, Baker, & Co., 27, 














EDFORD ROW (East Side).—To be Let, 
ionally quiet and desirable Offices, 


Suites overioo Gray’s-inn; electric light; moderate 
rentals.—Apply Messrs, Laxper, Bepe.is. & Crompron, 
Architects and Surveyors, 6, John-street, Bedford-row, W.C. 





eae by POST, £20 to £5 000 on note 

of hand, without sureties; information and terms 
;.no charge whatever unless sdvance made. —Apply, in 

van Rdg Tus Miptarp Discount Co., Lrp., Leicester. 


yo CAPITALISTS. — Old- established 
Builder and Government Contractor Wishes to 

Borrow £3,000 to £3,500, fully secured on 4v0ft. frontage 
Plots on fine  outile road, and on other 
securities ; eel to quote lowest interest 

me 196, “ olicitors’ Journal and Weekly 
fice, 27, Chancery-lane, wc, 


£2, Oo HW Required on Second wantoas 
being Valuable F:eehold Proper: aie 
being a margin of £2,000 beyon B.. 
SanNy octpomest can be made for first mortgage charge ; 
fede of inter.st; Solicitors or Prineypsls only, — 
rs on application to Mogran & WILKINsoN, 
Solicitors, 77, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


RILL’S BRIGHTON BATHS COM- 
PANY.—Wanted to PURCHASE f om 10 to 50 
SHARES in this C-mpany, for which 40s. per Share wiil be 
paid. The Advertiser (who is a Shareholder) will onl 
treat with other sh London no | 
Binuuse ey ye Brighton) —App Apa an Balas ~3 
HURST s 
personally or by 1+ tter. 

















Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


Fouxpen m Tax Retex or Witt1am & Many, 1689. 
ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 

To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


L&VBB SUITS IN CLOTH @ VBLVBT. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Olerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION ¢ UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


$3 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





Oscar Lily ' ’s Season. 
THIS DaY, at 215 and 8.15, a8 YOU wots Oscar 


and Lily Brayton: Henry Ainley, Alf done, 

fiber White Ae Kay Souper, Ernest . 

Tan Pouun Godtrer’ and tice Puunds; Mdmes, 
Mariel Ashwynne, Leila orris. and Marianne Caid 

HAYMARKET. 

THI3 EVENING, at 9, THE EDUCATION OF ELIZ \- 

BETH: Mesers. H. Marsh Allen, Lawrence Grossmith, 

Oo Letison Lane, E,W. Tarver, Ht Surrey, and H. V: 


Fe ee, ead Millett. Lattion Waitlan, Florence 
Lloyd. Hilda Antony. At 8.30, THE NELSON OUCH. 
Miss Mary Chevalier; Messrs. W. Giffard, R. Fielding, and 


GARRICK. 
THIS pibis EVENING, at 830, SIMPLE SIMON : 
Miss Violet , Faas Messrs. 
am Arthur Whitby, Leon W. Sur- 
D. Imbert, A. Bristowe, R. Forsyth, G. H Carter, 
a. é ¥ Cecil Misses’ Henrietta Watson, Mary 

eigall, E. Orby 
ELPHI. 


THIS EVENING, at 8.30, MRS. WIGGS OF THE 
CABBAGE PATCH: Mrs. Madge Carr Cook, 1. re Lovise 
, Mies Lottie Alter, Miss Grace Grisw: Messrs. 
Frederick Burton, Ogden Btevens, and ietre New York 


y. 
OA DALY'A. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.15, THE MERRY WIDOW 
Messrs. Robert Evett, W. ~ ang ag Pawie, Fred 
Kaye, Eric Thorne, G. Cleather, O’Connor, Roberts, and 
joseph Coyne ; Misses Elizabeth Firth, Gabrielle Ray, 
Deswond, Glyn, Welch, Dunbar, Dombey, Le Grand, 
Webster, unro, and Lily Elsie. 


Fiiae 


8T. JAMES. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.40 
Alexan’er and Miss Treue 
i Swete, Mr. 


THE THIEF: Mr. 
‘anbrugh; Mr. Sydney 
Reginald Owen; Miss 


CRITERION. 
THIS pple ans - 9.5. THK MOLLUSC: Charles 


Wy: and Miss Mary Moore; Mr. Sam ~<othern, Mirs 
Elaine Inescort, Preceded, at 8.30, by CONCERNING A 
COUNTESS : Mr, Reginald 


Wahler, Miss ‘Frances Vine, and Mr. George Giddens, 


NEW. 

THIS Ln gs at 8.15, THE FAIRY UNCLE. At9, 
THE NEW ad wierd aes, Loon M. Lion, 
John , +4 Mayeur, Logan, 
Kea om, Gisdye Homfrey, Nellie’ Redwood, Muriel 


wrenuane 

, WHEN KNIGHTS WERE 
ames Weich AF Meas, Grenville, Weir, Ford, 

ion 7 Richardson ; Mesd 


ly. Tomkins, it, ames 

= — ee Winwood.  Onaet, Leslie, West, 
ippendale. 
8.15, by THE 


Mary 
BoaTeW kin's anATE. — ~— 


VAUDEVILLE. 
THIS EVENING, at 9, THE CUCKOO: Mr. 


Hawuey, Mesdames Sarah Brocke, Marie A’ 
nD, Herbert, Helen 


THIS EVENING 
BOLD: pally J 


COURT. 
— EVENING, at 9, LaDY FREDERICK : Ethel 


Ievi fang hy Beatrice Terry Florence a Alice 
Beet, _: yy Nora mee ad Graham 
groan, 0 hoy Ta & 4 ik $30, A 
reon, L ernon, &c. At A 
DOMESTIC BOSLEM. 4 


VOY. 
Barker Performances. 
ot EVENING, at 8.15, U23AR AND CLEOPATRA: 
toes Roberteon and Mies Gertrude Elliott ; Messrs. 


Rhodes, Cvok<on, ene Lanta. Pearce. Wil- 
icy angham, a ne tier toe ¥ ‘Troughton, —, 


Tonge ; Misses 
ret ly Paget, dare’ 


LYRIC. 
THIS EVENING, at 8.3), MONSIEUR BEAUCAIRE: 
w «, Herbert Jarman, oe 


» Shiel 
8. J. "Warmagton, 
; Mesdames Millard, a 
E. May, B. —_ May Chenery, C. — 
THIS BY RUNG, 2 at 8.80, THE NEW YORK IDEA. 


Miss #ilis Jeffreys and Mr, Kerr; Messrs, Edmund 
Maurie Pees stanley W ashworth, Bealby, 


lee; ldchanss 
og A a Sage heniy ¥ Veen? E, Ongley, 


ALDWYCH. 
THIS PR nnd gece ng’ THs GAY es ae ae Ellaline 


doey Fairvrother, lucien tee ‘Bater, 


vi L Galen a WW Became, Reece, Fag 
Berd! bane, 4-0: Dalene 
THE PLAYHOUSE. 

NING, at 9. THe EARL OF PAW- 
ia D. Madarny, J. w i By. A. G. G Ouse 
Mead«mes Alexandra Carlisle Fut iit Van Bu bustark, 
Madge Titheradge. At 8.30, FREN 





NOW READY. 


LEGAL DIARY 


ALMANAC, 
COMPLETE LEGAL DIRECTORY 


1908. 


Recognized everywhere as the 
Best and Most Compreheasive 


Diary for Solicitors 
and Barristers. 


Prices: 3s. 6d., 58, 6s., and Ss. 64., 
according to Diary Space. 


JUST PUBLISHED, TENTH EDITION. 
Revisep axnp Coragcreo up To Darts. 


Demy 8vo, price 4@. 6d. net, post-free, 


CONVEYANCING COSTS, 


THE SOLICITORS’ REMUNERATION ACT, 1881, 
AND THE 
GENERAL ORDER 
MADE IN PURSUANCE THEREOF ; 
LAND REGISTRY ACTS, RULES, FEES, & COSTS. 
bie Bn eg = TaBLES aes the Re- 
under each head. 


introductiea, 
Senemaie, Sean ies Preodents, Appacdix, aod Decisions 
under the Acts ; 


COMPLETE GUIDE TO THE SCALE OF CHARGES, 


By J. F. © BENNATT, 
Sotucuor of the Supreme Cours, 




















JUST PUBLISHED. THIRD EDITION. 
Price 2s. Od. net, post-free. 


ESTATE DUTY 


AS IMPOSED BY 
THE FINANCE ACT, 1894, 


AND AMENDED BY SUBSEQUENT LEGISLATION 


(iacludiag the Alterat.ous effe.ted by the 
Pleanace Act, 1907). 
WItH NOTES. 


By B. J. BADES, 


Manager in the Eotate Deparvm nt of Messrs, Waterlew 
Bros, & |, Limued. 





JUST PUBLISHED. ELEV&NTH EDITION. 
Revisep anp Corszcrep To Darts, 
Price 26. Od. net, post-free. 


THE STAMP LAWS 


AS CHARGED BY 
THE STAMP ACT, 1891, 


And Amended by Legislation ; with Schedule 
Sasa sat Botan fren 


of Duties, 8 g 
WATERLOW BROS. & LAYTON, Ltd. 
, 2% & 25, BIBCHIN LANE, 3.0, 
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BAYLISS, JONES, & BAYLISS, 


MFRS. OF IRON FENCING, &c. 
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WRITE FOR PRICES, and mention thie Journal. | j i \ : E. 
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Ay gp eA ae Me 
And 139 & 141, Cannon Street, LONDON, E.C. a Sa 




















Telegraphic pan Ta a 
** Hvanoplis, Lndon.””. 321 
Established January, 1886, 


W. EVANS & 60,” 


Tailors & Breeches Makers, Ladies’ | 
Habit & Costume Makers, ¢ 
77. Great Portiand 
LONDON, W. b 
(ADJOINING QUEEN'S HALL.) , 
We keep Expert Cutters 
employ First-class Workmen,. 


LARGE STOCK of . .*} 

AU UMN.and WINTER ~ . 

GOODS just arrived. ik 
** 


ST. ANDREW'S HOSPITAL, "*estmont of snesniery. 


mera ‘tenes, =| OAC RERERE EMSs: 


eter Ge St ant yeaa. 
NWORTHAMPTON. Por Terms Be, Hg. D. HOGG, MR.OB., &e., 
Telephone: P.O. 16, Ricxmansworrs. 





For the Upper and Middle Classes only. 


Presipent : 9 ON 
THE RIGHT HON. THE EARL SPENCER, E.G. B R A N D S | 
pleasantly situated in a healthy ESSENCE | 


The Institution is 
locality, one mile from the Northam Station of the 





LLL LIS 






































London and a ae Be SS ee 
by more than 100 acres of. ‘so one eee BEEF, OVEREOATS trom 3 
The terms vary from 3s. 6d. to £4 4s. a week, according mehen Gentlemen are invited to inspect our large and 
pa PA ogy Be FE ones. These terms may be selection of goods for Towa and 8 Oogatey wear at 
nh wpsiaipuaniion CHICKEN, MUTTON, and VEAL, | | *icty moderate compatible with good work. 
Patients rates can have Attendants *“*TRUTH" says. ‘‘ Our latest discovery oteionae 
Ss on ae gray —_ FoR Evans, 11, Great Portland-street, London, Wu, 
in Dechod Villas in the Growade of the H Donels ered actually fi.” ; 
Moulton Park, branch establishment, two miles from the INVALIDS. 
Ls ecban, Wales beautifully uated in park o Price Lists of Invalid Preparations tree on | Fhe Companies Acts, 1862 to 
t A od a information spply to o the Medical Superin- BRAND & Co., Ltd... MAYFAIR, W. BY A 
BUNTINGFORD RETREAT AND ,aseiuieo EPPS’S tne omy. Every requisite under the above Acts supplied om the 
SANATORIUM. SORENESS AND DRYNESS. The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for 
FOR CENTLEMEN Bonen Renny INEBRIETY OR | HOARSENES3, TICKLING AND IRRITATION. Suan Quasemename, ane, Daserveaan. po nie 
- ane Account Books. 
sme (THROAT - COUGH) 2.0, sine secu ne 
Terme 1} to 3} Guineas. } mile from Station, G.E.R. | SOFTEN AND CLEAR THE VOICE. wi 
Telephone : P.O. 8, Buntingford. Telegraphic Address: | ALWAYS EFFECTIVE. — SS Uae ceahee, acre " 
“SUPERINTENDENT, HicLSIDE, BUsTINGFORD.” 7 1D. ju JU BE S—1 3 10. » ee Serjeants’Inn).' 4 
INEBRIETY. | JAMES EPPS & O0., Ltd., Homéopathie Chemists aunust ent fer Basres Guana GSES 
arse | London. Vi ADaME TUSSAUD 8 EXALB 
MELBOUBNE HOUSE, LEIONSTER | a ee ree, ee 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. PHGNIX ASSURANCE CO., Lid. Lik POR! ea yr of ns .? a 3, 
Medical Attendant : BERT SEVES - 
M.D. (Camb, Principal. M. RILEY, noc, oc PHGNIX FIRE OFFICE, sod all tte Growved Hens of Baroy. Delight 
aa. eee cae, Tenis outieden ESTABLISHED 1782. Admission 1s. ; childreu under 12, 6d, Open 10 ti) ; 
sh i nega ene 19, Lombard Street, & 67, Charing Cross, London. M 48S ELEN S and DEVAN 
Tutzenaraic Appurss: “ MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” ia MYSTERLss, st. Goonge's & Hall, W. -Daily 
Lowest Current Rates. . Maskeiyne’s ** spectres. ‘ saactum 
b Ay ht At Abe GaARDENS— Liberal and Prompt Settlements. human furms materialize, beoome solid, aud 
$4.; other days, Is. Children, 64. - sss Electric Lighting Rules supplied. Children uader " Phone, 1545 
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